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1	 METRIC CONVERSION CHART
2
3
4	 The following conversion chart is provided to the reader as a tool to aid
5	 in conversion.
6
7
8	 Into metric units	 Out of metric units
9

If you know
Multiply

by
To get If you know

Multiply
by To get

Length Length
inches 25.40 millimeters millimeters 0.0393 inches
inches 2.54 centimeters centimeters 0.393 inches
feet 0.3048 meters meters 3.2808 feet
yards 0.914 meters meters 1.09 yards
miles 1.609 kilometers kilometers 0.62 miles

Area Area
square
inches

6.4516 square
centimeters

square
centimeters

0.155 square
inches

square feet 0.092 square
meters

square
meters

10.7639 square
feet

square
yards

0.836 square
meters

square
meters

1.20 square
yards

square
miles

2.59 square
kilometers

square
kilometers

0.39 square
miles

acres 0.404 hectares hectares 2.471 acres
Mass	 (weight) Mass	 (weight)

ounces 28.35 grams grams 0.0352 ounces
pounds 0.453 kilograms kilograms 2.2046 pounds
short ton 0.907 metric ton metric ton 1.10 short ton

Volume Volume
fluid
ounces

29.57 milliliters milliliters 0.03 fluid
ounces

quarts 0.95 liters liters 1.057 quarts
gallons 3.79 liters liters 0.26 gallons
cubic feet 0.03 cubic

meters
cubic
meters

35.3147 cubic feet

cubic yards 0.76 cubic
meters

cubic
meters

1.308 cubic
yards

Temperature Temperature
Fahrenheit subtract

32 then
multiply
by 5/9ths

Celsius Celsius multiply
by
9/5ths,
then add
32

Fahrenheit

Source: Engineering Unit Conversions, M. R. Lindeburg, PE., Second Ed.,
1990, Professional Publications, Inc., Belmont, California.
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1	 1.0 INTRODUCTION
2
3

	

4	 The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) Dangerous Waste
5 Regulations, Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303-281, requires that
6 dangerous waste facility owners and/or operators submit a Notice of Intent

	

7	 (NOI) before submittal of a permit application for new or expanded dangerous
8 waste treatment, storage, and/or disposal (TSD) units on the Hanford Facility.
9 The following information for this NOI is being filed with Ecology by the
10 U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL), the owner/
11 operator of the Hanford TSD Facility.
12

	

13	 This document is to serve notice of the intent to expand tank storage and
14 treatment capacity of the Shielded Analytical Laboratory and of the proposed
15 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank. The Shielded Analytical Laboratory and
16 the proposed 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank are part of the 325 Hazardous
17 Waste Treatment Units in the 325 Building. The 325 Building is located in the
18 300 Area of the Hanford Facility, Richland, Washington.
19

	

20	 The ability to store and treat liquid mixed waste in tanks is being added
21 to ensure compliance with the greater-than-90-day storage requirements of
22 WAC 173-303 and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, as
23 amended.
24

	

25	 The following identifies the owner and operator of the Hanford Facility
26 and the primary contact:
27
28 Owner and Operator: U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
29
30 Manager, Richland Operations Office: Mr. John D. Wagoner
31
32 Richland Operations Office Contact: Mr. James E. Rasmussen
33
34 Address:	 U.S. Department of Energy

	

35	 Richland Operations Office

	

36	 Post Office Box 550

	

37	 Richland, Washington 99352
38
39 Telephone: (509) 376-5441.
40
41
42

	

43	 2.0 FACILITY DESCRIPTION AND GENERAL PROVISIONS
44
45

	

46	 The Hanford Facility is a single RCRA facility identified by the
47 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/State Identification Number
48 WA789OOO8967 that consists of over 60 TSD units conducting dangerous waste
49 management activities. These TSD units are included in the Hanford Facility
50 Dangerous Waste Part A Permit Application (DOE-RL 1988). The Hanford Facility

	

51	 consists of all contiguous land, and structures, other appurtenances, and
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improvements on the land, used for recycling, reusing, reclaiming,
transferring, storing, treating, or disposing of dangerous waste, which, for
the purposes of the RCRA, are owned by the U.S. Government and operated by the
DOE-RL, excluding land owned by Washington State.

The following sections provide a description of the 325 Hazardous Waste
Treatment Units along with other general provisions specified in
WAC 173-303-281.

2.1 LOCATION OF PROPOSED EXPANSION

The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are located in the 325 Building
within the 300 Area of the Hanford Facility, Benton County, Washington.
Small-scale maps depicting the location of the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are provided in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. Large-scale maps,
including a topographic map, which meet the 2.54 centimeter-equals-not-more-
than-61-meters requirement, are provided in Appendix A and include the
following:

• General Overview of the Hanford Site (H-6-958)

Topographic map of the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units, including
the surrounding 305 meters. There are no existing or planned
injection or withdrawal wells in the vicinity of the 325 Hazardous
Waste Treatment Units. There are no barriers planned for drainage or
flood control.

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE UNIT TO BE EXPANDED

The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are located in the 325 Buildinc
within the 300 Area of the Hanford Facility. The 325 Hazardous Waste
Treatment Units consist of the following treatment, storage, and/or disposal
areas: Hazardous Waste Treatment Unit, Shielded Analytical Laboratory, and
the 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank.

The Hazardous Waste Treatment Unit is located in the northeast corner of
the 325 Building (Figure 3). The Hazardous Waste Treatment Unit provides
treatment and storage of mixed waste and/or dangerous waste in approved
containers.

The Shielded Analytical Laboratory is located in the west side of the
325 Building (Figure 3). The Shielded Analytical Laboratory provides
analytical chemistry services within six interconnected hot cells to prepare
and analyze samples of mixed waste. The Shielded Analytical Laboratory also
is used for storage and treatment of mixed waste in approved containers.

The proposed location for the 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank is in
the southeast corner of the basement of the 325 Building (Figure 4). The

950831.1433
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325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank is proposed for storage and treatment of
mixed waste from various laboratory activities throughout the 325 Building.

The mixed waste and/or dangerous waste containers in the Hazardous Waste
Treatment Unit and Shielded Analytical Laboratory contain characteristic
waste, toxic constituents, non-specific source waste, selected waste from
specific sources, and state-only (extremely hazardous and dangerous) waste.
The estimated annual quantity of mixed waste and/or dangerous waste stored in
containers is approximately 9,500 kilograms and for container treatment is
2,500 kilograms. No container storage is proposed for the 325 Collection/
Loadout Station Tank pit area.

2.3 DESCRIPTION OF TANK STORAGE AND TREATMENT CAPACITY

The proposed expansion consists of the addition of greater-than-90-day
tank storage and tank treatment of liquid mixed waste until the mixed waste is
transferred to the Double-Shell Tank System on the Hanford Facility. The
Shielded Analytical Laboratory tank (SAL tank) is located in Room 32
(Figure 4). The SAL tank (Figure 5) is constructed of double-walled stainless
steel with a design capacity of 1,218 liters and is placed within a
cylindrical stainless steel containment structure that provides tertiary
containment (Figure 5). Liquid mixed waste, from six interconnected hotcell
operations, is conveyed by gravity from the trough in the hot cells to the
SAL tank via stainless steel lines (Figure 5).

The proposed addition of the 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank is for
storage and treatment of mixed waste from various laboratory operations
conducted throughtout the 325 Building. The proposed tank is to be a
double-walled tank with a proposed design capacity of 11,356 liters
(Figure 6). The inner shell is stainless steel with the outer shell
constructed of carbon steel.

The types of liquid mixed waste stored and treated in the SAL tank and
proposed for the 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank consist of characteristic
waste, toxic constituents, non-specific sources consisting of spent
halogenated and non-halogenated solvents, and state-only (extremely hazardous
and dangerous) waste. The annual estimated quantity of liquid mixed waste
that will be stored and treated in the SAL tank and the proposed
325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank is approximately 34,068 kilograms.

2.4 COMPLIANCE WITH STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

The State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 Environmental Checklist was
submitted in 1988. Supplement 1 (Appendix B) provides information pertaining
to the SAL tank.

950831.1433
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2.5 COMPLIANCE WITH SITING STANDARDS

Demonstration of compliance with the siting criteria as required under
WAC 173-303-282(6) and (7) are addressed in the following sections.

2.5.1 Criteria for Elements of the Natural Environment

The following section addresses measures in place at the 325 Hazardous
Waste Treatment Units to provide protection of the natural environment. Each
element of the criteria identified in the WAC 173-303-282(6) is addressed
herein.

2.5.1.1 Earth. This section addresses the potential for the release of mixed
waste to the environment because of structural damage to the 325 Building
resulting from earth movement in the surrounding area.

2.5.1.1.1 Seismic Risk. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are at
least 152 meters from any fault that has had displacement in Holocene times.

No active faults, or evidence of a fault that has had displacement during
Holocene times, have been found at the Hanford Site (DOE 1988; WHC 1991). The
youngest faults recognized at the Hanford Site occur on Gable Mountain,
approximately 32 kilometers northwest of the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units. These faults are of Quaternary age and are considered 'capable' by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC 1982).

2.5.1.1.2 Subsidence. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are
located in the 300 Area of the Hanford Facility. This area of the Hanford
Facility is not considered an area subject to subsidence (PNL 1992).

2.5.1.1.3 Slope or Soil Instability. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are not located in an area of slope or soil instability, or in an area
affected by unstable slope or soil conditions (PNL 1992).

2.5.1.2 Air. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment. Units are not an incineration
unit. Discussion of measures taken to reduce air emissions resulting from
incineration is not applicable.

2.5.1.3 Water. This section addresses the potential for contaminating water
of the state in the event of a release of mixed waste.

2.5.1.3.1 Surface Water. The following addresses considerations for the
protection of surface water.

2.5.1.3.1.1 Flood, Seiche, and Tsunami Protection. Three sources of
potential flooding of the area were considered: (1) the Columbia River,
(2) the Yakima River, and (3) storm-induced run-off in ephemeral streams
draining the Hanford Facility. No perennial streams occur in the central part
of the Hanford Facility. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are not
located within the 100- or 500-year floodplain.

950831.1433	 4
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2.5.1.3.1.2. Perennial Surface Water Bodies. The 325 Hazardous Waste
Treatment Units are a nonland-based facility as defined in
WAC 173-303-282(3)(i). 	 The WAC 173-303-282(6)(c)(i)(B)(I) regulation requires
nonland-based facilities be located at least 152 meters from any perennial
water body. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are over 152 meters from
the Columbia River, the closest perennial water body.

2.5.1.3.1.3 Surface Water Supply. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are not located within an area designated as a watershed nor located
within 152 meters of a surface water intake for domestic water.

2.5.1.3.2 Groundwater. The following addresses consideration for the
protection of groundwater. The 325 Building is a nonland-based facility as
defined by WAC-173-303-282(3)(i); therefore, compliance with the contingent
groundwater protection program is not required.

2.5.1.3.2.1 Depth to Groundwater. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are located in the 300 Area of the Hanford Facility. The depth to
groundwater at this location is over 12 meters. The depth to groundwater at
the lowest point of the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units, including the
proposed expansion, is over 7 meters.

2.5.1.3.2.2 Sole Source Aquifer. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are not located over an area designated as a 'sole source aquifer' under
section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974.

2.5.1.3.2.3 Groundwater Management Areas and Special Protection Areas.
The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are not located in a groundwater
management area or a special protection area.

2.5.1.3.2.4 Groundwater Intakes. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are not located within 152 meters of a groundwater intake for domestic
water.

2.5.1.4 Plants and Animals. The following sections address considerations to
reduce the potential for mixed waste and/or dangerous waste contaminating
plant and animal habitat in the event of a release. The 325 Hazardous Waste
Treatment Units are over 152 meters from any of the following.

2.5.1.4.1 Wetlands. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are not
located near any wetlands.

2.5.1.4.2 Designated Critical Habitat. The 325 Hazardous Waste
Treatment Units are not located in an area designated as critical habitat for
federally listed threatened or endangered species as defined by the Endangered
Species Act of 1973.

2.5.1.4.3 State Designated Habitat. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are not located in an area designated by the Washington State Department
of Wildlife as habitat essential to the maintenance or recovery of any state
listed threatened or endangered species.

951012.0956	 5
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2.5.1.4.4 Natural Area Preserves. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units are not located in any natural area acquired or voluntarily registered
or dedicated under Chapter 79.70 Revised Code of Washington.

2.5.1.4.5 Wildlife Refuge, Preserve, or Bald Eagle Protection Area. The
325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are not located in a state or federally
designated wildlife refuge, preserve, or bald eagle protection area.

2.5.1.5 Precipitation. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units is a nonland-
based facility; therefore, compliance with the precipitation requirements is
not required.

2.5.2 Criteria for Elements of the Built Environment

The following sections address the locational factors affecting
protection of the built environment. Each element of the criteria for
nonland-based facilities or units identified in WAC 173-303-282(7) is
addressed.

2.5.2.1 Adjacent Land Use. This section addresses the setback criteria for
adjacent land use.

Nonland-Based Facilities. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are
located over 152 meters from the closest Hanford Facility property line.

2.5.2.2 Special Land Uses. This section addresses setback criteria for
special land uses.

2.5.2.2.1 Wild and Scenic Rivers. The southern boundary of the Hanford
Reach of the Columbia River, a proposed wild and Scenic River, is at mile
marker 346.5, north of the 300 Area of the Hanford Facility. This proposed
boundary for the Wild and Scenic River was established specifically to exclude
any part of the 300 Area from requirements in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
of 1968.

Therefore the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are not within the
viewshed of users of the Columbia River.

2.5.2.2.2 Parks, Recreation Areas, National Monuments. The
325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are situated over 152 meters from the
nearest state or federally designated park, recreation area, or national
monument.

2.5.2.2.3 Wilderness Areas. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are
located over 152 meters from any Wilderness Areas as defined by the Wilderness
Act of 1964.

2.5.2.2.4 Farmland. The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are over
152 meters from any commercial or private prime farmland.

950831.1433	 6
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1 2.5.2.3 Residences and Public Gathering Places. This section discusses
2 factors affecting residences and public gathering places. The 325 Hazardous
3 Waste Treatment Units are located over 152 meters from residences and public
4 gathering places.
5

	

6	 2.5.2.3.1 Incineration. Incineration is not a process used at the
7 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units. Therefore, this criterion is not

	

8	 applicable.
9

	

10	 2.5.2.3.2 Land Use Compatibility. The Hanford Facility conforms with

	

11	 local land use zoning designation requirements.
12

	

13	 2.5.2.3.3 Archeological Sites and Historic Sites. No places or objects
14 listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers
15 are known to be on or next to the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units. There

	

16	 are no known archaeological, historical, or Native American religious sites on
17 or next to the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units.
18
19
20

	

21	 3.0 TEN-YEAR NONCOMPLIANCE HISTORY
22
23

	

24	 Appendix C summarizes Notice of Compliance Violations and the associated
25 responses. This summary and the correspondence associated with notices of
26 compliance violations can be obtained by contacting the following:
27

	

28	 Public Access Room H6-08

	

29	 Westinghouse Hanford Company

	

30	 P.O. Box 1970

	

31	 Richland, Washington 99352

	

32	 (509) 372-3411.
33
34
35

	

36	 4.0 JUSTIFICATION OF NEED
37
38

	

39	 In May 1989, the U.S. Department of Energy along with Ecology and the EPA
40 formally entered into an agreement (Tri-Party Agreement) (Ecology et al. 1994)
41 for the purpose of the Hanford Facility gaining compliance with federal,
42 state, and local laws concerning the management of waste. The operation of
43 the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units will support Tri-Party Agreement
44 milestones by providing a means to treat and store mixed waste and/or
45 dangerous waste and prepare the waste for transfer within the Hanford
46 Facility. Included within the Tri-Party Agreement are milestones for
47 environmental restoration and waste stabilization on the Hanford Facility.
48

	

49	 The ability to store and treat mixed waste for greater-than-90 days in
50 the SAL tank and the proposed 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank will
51	 increase both safety and efficiency of waste management activities at the

950831.1527
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1 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units. In addition, the storage and treatment
2 ability will provide future flexibility in using other mechanisms to transfer
3 liquid mixed waste to the Double-Shell Tank System. This potentially could
4 minimize or eliminated the use of flushwaters required by the current system,
5 thus providing an opportunity for waste minimization. Because of delays in
6 transferring liquid mixed waste to the Double-Shell Tank System by railcar,
7 caused by waste minimization transfer considerations, and the necessity of
8 minimizing the number of railcar waste transfers, it is necessary to expand
9 the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units liquid mixed waste management
10 activities to include tank storage and treatment.
11
12
13
14
	

5.0 IMPACT ON OVERALL CAPACITY AT THE HANFORD FACILITY AND
15
	

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
16
17
18
	

The current capacity for the treating, storing, and/or disposing of
19 liquid mixed waste is limited within Washington State and the Hanford
20 Facility. The expansion at the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units will allow
21 for treatment and storage of mixed waste and/or dangerous waste and will
22 comply with WAC 173-303 regulations on mixed waste. This expansion for
23 treatment and storage capacity at the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units
24 supports the Hanford Site mission of remediation and restoration.
25
26
27

951012.0957
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325 HWTUs

Page 1 of 21

1 A. BACKGROUND
2
3
4 1. Name of project,	 if applicable:
5
6 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units.	 This checklist accompanies a Notice
7 of Intent	 (NOI) to expand tank storage and treatment capacity of the
8 Shielded Analytical 	 Laboratory and of the proposed 325 Collection/Loadout
9 Station Tank,	 located	 in the 325 Building	 in the 300 Area.

10
11 2. Name of applicants:
12
13 U.S.	 Department of Energy,	 Richland Operations Office 	 (DOE-RL).
14
15 3. Address and phone number of applicants and contact persons:
16
17 U.S.	 Department of Energy
18 Richland Operations Office
19 P.O.	 Box 550
20 Richland,	 Washington 99352.
21
22 Contact Persons:
23
24 J.	 E.	 Rasmussen,	 Director
25 Office of Environmental Assurance,
26 Permits,	 and Policy Division
27 (509)	 376-5541.
28
29 4. Date checklist prepared:
30
31 September 1995.
32
33 5. Agency requesting the checklist:
34
35 Washington State Department of Ecology
36 Kennewick Office
37 1315 West 4th Avenue
38 Kennewick,	 Washington	 99336
39
40 6. Proposed timing or schedule: 	 (including phasing,	 if applicable):
41
42 This SEPA Environmental	 Checklist is being submitted concurrently with
43 the Hanford Facility,	 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units NOI. 	 The NOI
44 is submitted in accordance with the Washington State Department of
45 Ecology (Ecology) Dangerous Waste Regulations,	 Washington Administrative
46 Code	 (WAC)	 173-303-281,	 "Notice of Intent", 	 which	 requires that dangerous
47 waste facility owners and/or operators submit a NOI	 before submittal	 of a
48 Part A permit application,	 Form 3,	 for new or expanded dangerous waste
49 treatment,	 storage,	 and/or disposal	 (TSD)	 units.	 After submittal	 of the
50 NOI,	 there will	 be an opportunity for public notification and review for
51 150 days.	 Submittal	 of the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Part A
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1 Permit Application, 	 Form 3,	 for the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units
2 will	 occur after the public comment period.
3
4 7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansions, or further
5 activity related to or connected with this proposal? 	 If yes,	 explain.
6
7 No.
8
9 8. List any environmental	 information you know about that has been prepared,

10 or will	 be prepared, directly related to this project.
11
12 This SEPA Environmental	 Checklist	 is being submitted to Ecology
13 concurrently with the NOI for the Hanford Facility,	 325 Hazardous Waste
14 Treatment Units.	 A Part A permit application, 	 Form 3,	 will	 be submitted
15 150 days after submission of the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units NOI
16 in accordance with WAC 173-303-281.
17
18 General	 information concerning the Hanford Facility environment can be
19 found in the Hanford Site National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
20 Characterization,	 PNL-6415,	 Revision 7,	 September 1995. 	 This document is
21 updated periodically by Pacific Northwest Laboratory 	 (PNL),	 and provides
22 current information concerning climate and meteorology; 	 ecology;	 history
23 and archeology;	 socioeconomic;	 land use and noise levels;	 and geology and
24 hydrology.	 This baseline data for the Hanford Site and 	 its past
25 activities are useful	 for evaluating proposed activities	 and their
26 potential	 environmental	 impacts.
27
28 9. Do you know whether applications are pending for government approvals of
29 other proposals directly affecting property covered by your proposal?
30
31 No applications to government agencies are known to be pending.
32
33 10. List any government approvals or permits that will	 be needed for your
34 project,	 if known.
35
36 Ecology is the lead regulatory agency authorized to approve the Part A
37 permit application,	 Form 3,	 pursuant to the requirements of WAC 	 173-303
38 and 40 Code of Federal	 Regulations	 (CFR)	 Part 265.	 The NOI provides
39 public notice of the	 intention to conduct the waste treatment and storage
40 activities at the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units.
41
42 11. Give a brief, complete description of the project, 	 including the uses and
43 the size of the project and site. 	 There are several	 questions later in
44 this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects of your project.
45 You do not need to repeat those answers on this page.
46
47 The Shielded Analytical 	 Laboratory	 is	 an analytical	 chemistry laboratory,
48 located	 in rooms 32	 (basement),	 200,	 201,	 201A,	 202,	 and 203	 on the west
49 side of the 325 Building, 	 used to prepare and analyze samples of mixed
50 waste materials.	 The Shielded Analytical	 Laboratory also	 is	 used	 for the
51 treatment and storage of mixed waste generated from analytical 	 chemistry
52 and/or research and development operations.
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1	 The SAL tank is located in Room 32 in the basement of the 325 Building.

	

2	 The SAL tank is a double-walled tank constructed of stainless steel with

	

3	 a capacity of 1,128 liters. The tank is placed within a cylindrical

	

4	 stainless steel containment structure that provides tertiary containment.

	

5	 The liquid mixed waste is conveyed by gravity from the trough in the hot

	

6	 cells to the SAL tank via stainless steel drain lines. The liquid mixed

	

7	 waste stored in the SAL tank eventually is transferred to the Double-

	

8	 Shell Tank System on the Hanford Site for storage and treatment. The

	

9	 SAL tank, with a design capacity of 1,218 liters, will have an annual

	

10	 throughput of approximately 22,712 liters.
11

	

12	 The Shielded Analytical Laboratory hot cells consist of six

	

13	 interconnected cells situated side by side in the center of the Shielded

	

14	 Analytical Laboratory. The hot cells are used to conduct sample

	

15	 preparation and sample analysis. As part of the overall waste management

	

16	 program, the mixed waste generated during the analytical chemistry

	

17	 operations is treated within the hot cells to reduce the overall hazard

	

18	 of the waste before disposal. An interconnected stainless steel trough

	

19	 runs along the front of all of the hot cells. The trough is equipped

	

20	 with a stainless steel grating at the cell floor level. The trough is

	

21	 the means by which waste is drained to the SAL tank through stainless

	

22	 steel piping. All hot cells are used for analytical chemistry work.
23

	

24	 The proposed addition of the 325 Collection/Loadout Station Tank is for

	

25	 storage and treatment of mixed waste from various laboratory operations

	

26	 conducted throughout the 325 Building. The proposed tank is to be a

	

27	 double-walled tank with a proposed design capacity of 11,356 liters. The

	

28	 inner shell is stainless steel with the outer shell constructed of carbon

	

29	 steel.
30
31 12. Location of the project. Give sufficient information for a person to

	

32	 understand the precise location of your project, including a street

	

33	 address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known. If the

	

34	 project occurs over a range of area, provide the range or boundaries of

	

35	 the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and

	

36	 topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any

	

37	 plans required by the agency. you are not required to duplicate maps or

	

38	 detailed plans submitted with any permit applications related to this

	

39	 checklist.
40
41	 The 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are located in T10N, R25E,
42	 Section 11, in the southern portion of the 300 Area of the Hanford
43	 Facility. Site plans and maps are included with the accompanying NOI.
44
45
46
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

1. Earth

a. General description of the site- Flat,
rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous,
other.

The site is essentially flat.

b. What is the steepest slope on the site
(approximate percent slope)?

Approximately 2 percent.

C.	 What general types of soils are found on the
site? (for example, clay, sandy gravel,
peat, muck)? If you know the classification
of agricultural soils, specify them and note
any prime farmland.

Soil types consist mainly of eolian and
fluvial sands and gravel. More detailed
information concerning specific soil
classifications can be found in the Hanford
Site National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Characterization, PNL-6415,
Revision 7, September 1995. Farming is not
permitted on the Hanford Facility.

d. Are there surface indications or history of
unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?
If so, describe.

No.

e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate
quantities of any filling or grading
proposed. Indicate source of fill.

No filling or grading is required.

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing,
construction, or use? If so, generally
describe.

No.
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EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

g. About what percent of the site will be
covered with impervious surfaces after
project construction (for example, asphalt
or buildings)?

Not applicable. No construction would
occur.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control
erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if
any:

Not applicable. Earth would not be
disturbed.

2. Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would
result from the proposal (i.e., dust,
automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke)
during construction and when the project is
completed? If any, generally describe and
give approximate quantities, if known.

Minor amounts of exhaust would be generated
by vehicles used by personnel to gain access
to the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units.

An airborne release could occur as a result
of upset conditions internally or
externally. Such a release would not exceed
immediately dangerous to life and health
concentrations outside the immediate area of
the spill/release because of the small
quantity of material that is available for
release.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions
or odors that may affect your project? If
so, generally describe.

No.

C.	 Measures to reduce or control emissions or
other impacts to the air, if any?

Good engineering practices would be
followed, and actions would comply with
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
	

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

Water

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 3.
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

onsite procedures designed to protect the
environment and worker safety and health.
Administrative control practices and
high-efficiency particulate air filters
would limit air emissions as well as protect
worker health.

Surface

1)	 Is there any surface water body in or
in the immediate vicinity of the site
(including year-round and seasonal
streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds,
wetlands)? If yes, describe type and
provide names. If appropriate, state
what stream or river it flows into.

The Columbia River is in the vicinity
of the 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment
Units. However, the 325 Hazardous
Waste Treatment Units are a nonland-
based facility as defined in
WAC 173-303-282(3)(i). The
WAC 173-303-282(6)(c)(i)(B)(I) requires
nonland-based facilities be located at
least 152 meters from any perennial
water body. The
WAC 173-303-282(6)(d)(i) requires
nonland-based facilities be located at
least 152 meters from any wetlands,
designated critical habitats, habitats
designated by the Washington State
Department of Wildlife as habitat.
essential to the maintenance or
recovery of any state listed threatened
or endangered wildlife species, natural
areas that are acquired or voluntarily
registered or dedicated by the owner,
or state or federally designated
wildlife refuges, preserves, or bald
eagle protection areas. The
325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units are
over 152 meters from any of these
areas.
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EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

1 2) Will the project require any work over,
2 in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet)
3 the described waters?	 If yes, please
4 describe and attach available plans.
5
6 No.
7
8 3) Estimate the amount of fill	 and dredge
9 material that would be placed in or

10 removed from surface water or wetlands
11 and indicate the area of the site that
12 would be affected. 	 Indicate the source
13 of fill	 material.
14
15 None.
16
17 4) Will the proposal require surface water
18 withdrawals or diversions? 	 Give
19 general description, purpose, and
20 approximate quantities if known.
21
22 No.
23
24 5) Does the proposal	 lie within a 100-year
25 floodplain?	 If so, note location on
26 the site plan.
27
28 No.
29
30 6) Does the proposal	 involve any
31 discharges of waste materials to
32 surface waters?	 If so, describe the
33 type of waste and anticipated volume of
34 discharge.
35
36 No.
37
38 b.	 Ground
39
40 1) Will	 ground water be withdrawn, or will
41 water be discharged to ground water?
42 Give general	 description,	 purpose,	 and
43 approximate quantities if known.
44
45 No.
46
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EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

	

1
	

2)	 Describe waste materials that will be

	

2
	

discharged into the ground from septic

	

3
	

tanks or other sources, if any (for

	

4
	

example: Domestic sewage; industrial,

	

5
	

containing the following chemicals;

	

6
	

agricultural; etc.). Describe the

	

7
	

general size of the system, the number

	

8
	

of such systems, the number of houses

	

9
	

to be served (if applicable), or the

	

10
	

number of animals or humans the

	

11
	

system(s) are expected to serve.
12

	

13
	

None
14

	

15
	

C.	 Water Run-off (including storm water)
16

	

17
	

1)	 Describe the source of run-off

	

18
	

(including storm water) and methods of

	

19
	

collection and disposal, if any

	

20
	

(include quantities, if known). Where

	

21
	

will this water flow? Will this water

	

22
	

flow into other wastes? If so,

	

23
	

describe.
24

	

25
	

The Hanford Facility receives only

	

26
	

15.2 to 17.8 centimeters of annual

	

27
	

precipitation. Precipitation runs off

	

28
	

the existing buildings and seeps into

	

29
	

the soil on and near the buildings.

	

30
	

This precipitation does not reach the

	

31
	

groundwater or surface waters.

	

32
	

Precipitation would not come in contact

	

33
	

with any of the liquid mixed waste

	

34
	

treated and/or stored by normal

	

35
	

activities.
36

	

37
	

2)	 Could waste materials enter ground or

	

38
	

surface waters? If so, generally

	

39
	

describe.
40
41
	

Yes, in the remote possibility that
42
	

liquid waste in the SAL tank and/or the
43
	

proposed 325 Collection/Loadout Station
44
	

Tank escaped from containment barriers.
45
	

These tank areas would be monitored and
46
	

work procedures would be in place in
47
	

the unlikely event of a release.
48
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

1 d. Proposed measures to reduce or control
2 surface, ground, and run-off water impacts,
3 if any:
4
5 In the event a tank leak is detected, 	 the
6 tank involved would be isolated and tank
7 contents removed.
8
9	 4. Plants

10
11 a. Check the types of vegetation found onsite.
12
13 deciduous tree
14 evergreen tree
15 shrubs
16 X	 grass
17 pasture
18 crop or grain
19 wet soil	 plants
20 water plants
21 other types of vegetation
22
23 The most common vegetation community in the
24 300 Area is the sagebrush/cheatgrass or
25 Sandberg's bluegrass. 	 Native vegetation	 in
26 the	 immediate vicinity of the 325 Hazardous
27 Waste Treatment Units has been eradicated.
28 Vegetation consists primarily of cultivated
29 ornamentals.
30
31 b. What kind and amount of vegetation will	 be
32 removed or altered?
33
34 No native vegetation alteration would occur.
35
36 C. List threatened or endangered species known
37 to be on or near the site.
38
39 None.	 Additional	 information on the Hanford
40 Facility environment can be found in the
41 environmental	 document referred to in the
42 answer to Checklist Question A.8.
43
44 d. Proposed landscaping, 	 use of native plants,
45 or other measures to preserve or enhance
46 vegetation on the site,	 if any:
47
48 Not	 applicable.

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY
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EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

	

1
	

5.	 Animals
2

	

3
	

a.	 Underline any birds and animals which have

	

4
	

been observed on or near the site or are

	

5
	

known to be on or near the site:
6

	

7
	

birds:	 hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds,

	

8
	

other:
9

	

10
	

mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver,

	

11
	

other: ....Small mammals
12

	

13
	

fish:	 bass, salmon, trout, herring,

	

14
	

shellfish, other:
15

	

16
	

Raptors (burrowing owls, ferruginous,

	

17
	

redtail, and Swainson's hawks) are rarely

	

18
	

seen in the 300 Area. Small passerines

	

19
	

(sparrows, finches) are present in the

	

20
	

general vicinity of the 325 Hazardous Waste

	

21
	

Treatment Units. Mule deer, rabbits, and

	

22
	

coyotes occasionally are seen in the general

	

23
	

area.
24

	

25
	

b.	 List any threatened or endangered species

	

26
	

known to be on or near the site.
27

	

28
	

Two federal and state listed threatened or

	

29
	

endangered species have been identified on

	

30
	

the 1,450-square kilometer Hanford Site

	

31
	

along the Columbia River; the bald eagle and

	

32
	

peregrine falcon.	 In addition, the state

	

33
	

listed white pelican, sandhill crane, and

	

34
	

ferruginous hawk also occur on or migrate

	

35
	

through the Hanford Site. Of these five

	

36
	

species, none is likely to use the shrub

	

37
	

steppe habitat of the 300 Area.
38

	

39
	

C.	 Is the site part of a migration route? If
	40
	

so, explain.
41

	

42
	

The Hanford Facility is part of the broad

	

43
	

Pacific flyway.
44

	

45
	

d.	 Proposed measures to preserve or enhance

	

46
	

wildlife, if any:
47

	

48
	

None.
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT	 EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

	

1
	

Energy and Natural Resources
2

	

3
	

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas,

	

4
	

oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet

	

5
	

the completed project's energy needs?

	

6
	

Describe whether it will be used for

	

7
	

heating, manufacturing, etc.
8

	

9
	

Electricity is used to operate monitoring

	

10
	

devices and pumps for the SAL tank and the

	

11
	

proposed 325 Collection/Loadout Station

	

12
	

Tank.
13

	

14
	

Would your project affect the potential use

	

15
	

of solar energy by adjacent properties? If

	

16
	

so, generally describe.
17

	

18
	

NGl
19

	

20
	

C.	 What kinds of energy conservation features
	21
	

are included in the plans of this proposal?

	

22
	

List other proposed measures to reduce or

	

23
	

control energy impacts, if any:
24

	

25
	

None.
26

	

27
	

7.	 Environmental Health
28

	

29
	

a.	 Are there any environmental health hazards,

	

30
	

including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk

	

31
	

of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous

	

32
	

waste, that could occur as a result of this

	

33
	

proposal? If so, describe.
34

	

35
	

Possible environmental health hazards to

	

36
	

workers could arise from activities at the

	

37
	

325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units. The

	

38
	

hazard could come from exposure to

	

39
	

radioactive, dangerous, and/or mixed waste.

	

40
	

Stringent administrative controls and

	

41
	

engineered barriers are employed to minimize

	

42
	

the probability of even a minor incident

	

43
	

and/or accident. A chemical spill, release,

	

44
	

fire, or explosion could occur only as a

	

45
	

result of a simultaneous breakdown in

	

46
	

multiple barriers or a catastrophic natural

	

47
	

forces event.
48

950928.1157



SEPA CTecklist
325 HWTUs

Page 12 of 21

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

1) Describe special emergency services
that might be required.

Hanford Facility security, fire
response, and ambulance services are on
call at all times in the event of an
onsite emergency. Hanford Facility
emergency services personnel are
specially trained to manage a variety
of circumstances involving chemical
and/or mixed waste constituents and
situations.

2) Proposed measures to reduce or control
environmental health hazards, if any:

All personnel are trained to follow
proper procedures during the treatment
and storage operations to minimize
potential exposure. The 325 Hazardous
Waste Treatment Units have systems for
ventilation, radiation monitoring, fire
protection, and alarm capability. The
heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning system maintains a
negative air pressure on the complex.

Chemical and radiological safety
hazards would be mitigated by
preventing direct contact with the
residual chemical constituents; high-
efficiency particulate air filtration
of all offgas streams; and protective
clothing, appropriate training, and
respiratory protection used by onsite
personnel as necessary.

Noise

1)	 What type of noise exists in the area
which may affect your project (for
example: traffic, equipment,
operation, other)?

None.

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

950928.1157



SEPA Checklist
325 HWTUs

Page 13 of 21

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

1	 2)	 What types and levels of noise would be
2	 created by or associated with the
3	 project on a short-term or a long-term
4	 basis (for example: traffic,
5	 construction, operation, other)?
6	 Indicate what hours noise would come
7	 from the site.
8
9	 None.

10
11	 3)	 Proposed measures to reduce or control
12	 noise impacts, if any:
13
14	 None.
15
16 8.	 Land and Shoreline Use
17
18	 a.	 What is the current use of the site and
19	 adjacent properties?
20
21	 The Hanford Facility is a single RCRA
22	 facility identified by the
23	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
24	 (EPA)/State Identification Number
25	 WA789OOO8967 that consists of over 60 TSD
26	 units conducting dangerous waste management
27	 activities. These TSD units are included in
28	 the Hanford Faci]ity Dangerous Waste Part A
29	 Permit Application. The Hanford Facility
30	 consists of all contiguous land, and
31	 structures, other appurtenances, and
32	 improvements on the land, used for
33	 recycling, reusing, reclaiming,
34	 transferring, storing, treating, or
35	 disposing of dangerous waste, which, for the
36	 purposes of the RCRA, are owned by the
37	 U.S. Government and operated by the DOE-RL,
38	 excluding land owned by Washington State.
39
40	 b.	 Has the site been used for agriculture? If
41	 so, describe.
42
43	 No portion of the Hanford Facility has been
44	 used for agricultural purposes since 1943.
45

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

	

1
	

C.	 Describe any structures on the site.
2

	

3
	

The 325 Building, located in the 300 Area,

	

4
	

is a steel and reinforced concrete structure

	

5
	

that is 83 meters wide, 87 meters long, and

	

6
	

12 meters high. Numerous buildings surround

	

7
	

the 325 Building as a result of the

	

8
	

developed 300 Area.
9

	

10
	

d.	 Will any structures be demolished? If so,

	

11
	

what?
12

	

13
	

No.
14

	

15
	

e.	 What is the current zoning

	

16
	

classification of the site?
17

	

18
	

The Hanford Site is zoned by Benton County

	

19
	

as an Unclassified Use (U) district.
20

	

21
	

f.	 What is the current comprehensive plan

	

22
	

designation of the site?
23

	

24
	

The 1985 Benton County Comprehensive Land

	

25
	

Use Plan designates the Hanford Site as the

	

26
	

"Hanford Reservation". Under this

	

27
	

designation, land on the Hanford Site may be

	

28
	

used for "activities nuclear in nature."

	

29
	

Nonnuclear activities are authorized if and

	

30
	

when DOE approval for such activities is

	

31
	

obtained".
32

	

33
	

g.	 If applicable, what is the current

	

34
	

shoreline master program designation of

	

35
	

the site?
36

	

37
	

Not applicable.
38

	

39
	

h.	 Has any part of the site been classified as

	

40
	

an "environmentally sensitive" area? If so,
41
	

specify.
42
43
	

in
44

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

	

1
	

i.	 Approximately how many people would reside

	

2
	

or work in the completed project?
3

	

4
	

Approximately 15 people work at the

	

5
	

325 HWTUs; others assist as required. No

	

6
	

additional staff will be required as a

	

7
	

result of adding the additional tanks.
8

	

9
	

j.	 Approximately how many people would the

	

10
	

completed project displace?
11

	

12
	

None.
13

	

14
	

k.	 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce

	

15
	

displacement impacts, if any:
16

	

17
	

None.
18

	

19
	

1.	 Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is

	

20
	

compatible with existing and projected land

	

21
	

uses and plans, if any:
22

	

23
	

Not applicable.	 (Refer to Checklist

	

24
	

Question B.B.f)
25

	

26
	

9.	 Housing
27

	

28
	

a.	 Approximately how many units would be

	

29
	

provided, if any? Indicate whether high,

	

30
	

middle, or low-income housing.
31

	

32
	

None.
33

	

34
	

b.	 Approximately how many units, if any, would

	

35
	

be eliminated? Indicate whether high,

	

36
	

middle, or low-income housing.
37

	

38
	

None.
39

	

40
	

C.	 Proposed measures to reduce or control
41
	

housing impacts, if any:
42
43
	

None.
44

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

1	 10. Aesthetics
2
3 a. What is the tallest height of any proposed
4 structure(s), not including antennas; what
5 is the principal	 exterior building
6 material(s)	 proposed?
7
8 No new structures are being proposed. 	 The
9 additional	 tanks would be located	 in the

10 existing 325 Building, 	 which	 is	 12 meters
11 high.
12
13 b. What views in the immediate vicinity would
14 be altered or obstructed?
15
16 None.
17
18 C. Proposed measures to reduce or control
19 aesthetic impacts,	 if any:
20
21 None.
22
23 11.	 Light and Glare
24
25 a. What type of light or glare will	 the
26 proposal produce?	 What time of day would it
27 mainly occur?
28
29 None.
30
31 b. Could light or glare from the finished
32 project be a safety hazard or interfere with
33 views?
34
35 No.
36
37 C. What existing off—site sources of light or
38 glare may affect your proposal?
39
40 None.
41
42 d. Proposed measures to reduce or control 	 light
43 and glare impacts,	 if any:
44
45 None.
46

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

12. Recreation

a. What designated and informal recreational
opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?

None.

b. Would the proposed project displace any
existing recreational uses? If so,
describe.

C.	 Proposed measures to reduce or control
impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project
or applicant, if any?

None.

13. Historic and Cultural Preservation

a. Are there any places or objects listed on,
or proposed for, national, state, or local
preservation registers known to be on or
next to the site? If so, generally
describe.

No places or objects listed on, or proposed
for, national, state, or local preservation
registers are known to be on or next to the
325 Building.

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence
of historic, archaeological, scientific, or
cultural importance known to be on or next
to the site.

There are no known archaeological,
historical, or Native American religious
sites in the 325 Building Area.

C.	 Proposed measures to reduce or control
impacts, if any:

None.

EVALUATIONS FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

1	 14. Transportation
2
3 a. Identify public streets and highways serving
4 the site, and describe proposed access to
5 the existing street system.	 Show on site
6 plans,	 if any.
7
8 Not	 applicable.
9

10 b. Is site currently served by public transit?
11 If not, what is the approximate distance to
12 the nearest transit stop?
13
14 No.	 The distance to the nearest public
15 transit stop is approximately 113 meters
16 located near the entrance to the 300 Area.
17
18 C. How many parking spaces would the completed
19 project have?	 How many would the project
20 eliminate?
21
22 The 325 Building has three parking lots.
23 None of the three parking lots would be
24 eliminated.
25
26 d. Will	 the project require any new roads or
27 streets, or improvements to existing roads
28 or streets,	 not including driveways?	 If so,
29 generally describe (indicate whether public
30 or private).
31
32 No.
33
34 e. Will	 the project use (or occur in the
35 immediate vicinity of) water,	 rail,	 or air
36 transportation?	 If so,	 generally describe.
37
38 No.
39
40 f. How many vehicular trips per day are
41 generated by the completed project? 	 If
42 known,	 indicate when peak volumes occur.
43
44 No	 additional	 vehicular traffic will	 be
45 required because of the expansion of the
46 325 Hazardous Waste Treatment Units.
47

EVALUATIONS FOR
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

	

1
	

g.	 Proposed measures to reduce or control

	

2
	

transportation impacts, if any:
3

	

4
	

None.
5

	

6
	

15. Public Services
7

	

8
	

a.	 Would the project result in an increased

	

9
	

need for public services (for example: fire

	

10
	

protection, police protection, health care,

	

11
	

schools, other)? If so, generally describe.
12

	

13
	

No. Existing services are adequate.
14

	

15
	

b.	 Proposed measures to reduce or control

	

16
	

direct impacts on public services, if any:
17

	

18
	

None.
19

	

20
	

16. Utilities
21

	

22
	

a.	 Circle utilities currently available at the

	

23
	

site: electricity, natural gas, water,

	

24
	

refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer,

	

25
	

septic system, other:
26

	

27
	

Electricity, telephone, sewer, water, and

	

28
	

refuse collection are available at the

	

29
	

325 Building.
30

	

31
	

b.	 Describe the utilities that are proposed for

	

32
	

the project, the utility providing the

	

33
	

service, and the general construction

	

34
	

activities on the site or in the immediate

	

35
	

vicinity which might be needed.
36

	

37
	

All utilities for the 325 Building are

	

38
	

currently available. No new utility

	

39
	

services would be required.
40
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1

2

3

4
5

6
7

8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

SIGNATURES

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. We
understand that the lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.

E. Rasmussen, Director
	

Date

Office of Environmental Assurance,
Permits, and Policy Division

U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

&-,	 10 1171 y^
W. J. Ap ey,P	 P.E
	

Date
Associate Laborat ry Dire or for Operations
Pacific Northwest Laboratory

951012.1049
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Enforcement Actions
	

Page	 1

Date

Facility	 Received

-------- -	 - — -
	 --------

[Ian f3m	 ,,/CB/81

Hanford
	

n cs/(i4

Hanford
	

/29/85

danford
	

/15/84,

^hn'orc
	

s, 8

Suoject	 Category Status	 Agency

--------	 --------	 - — ----	 ------ — --

RCRA	 or inai	 „loses	 Ecology

RCRA	 r,-r,al	 _c,cc

SWPCA	 Formal	 Closed	 Fcoloay

--	 Fcrma'	 ied

Summary

S ate Greer CC 84-267 required the U.S.

Department of Energy (DOE) to allow the state tc

tcesS the Hanford Site 1 G conduct `ormal

dir ce-e assess nts of nci^adioactivc

-i..zardous waste to	 ties.

atc	 CE 84 ._.D 	err_. _e:,2ral	 1zrir

s omt ance	 ors as o_ te,-' v%H,r

nonradioactive hazardous waste facilities.

State order DE 85-18o covered alleged violations

of state water qua l
i
ty statute Revised Code of

Washington (RWC) 96.48 related to Plutonium

im _m ug Plant ( FP) chemical sewer releases.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

;he first comprehe,,ive comp li ance Inspection

of Hanford by the State of Washington

U el."ed	 Jude ii _.-	 Sift

rdoar	 a^	 i.

_ ac _^.,	 ^^-^i.. _ _	 r',c,	 t.. -̂ hi.,

the facilities in q 	 - .,cry a ..ttcd

July 1985. This date met the schedule

specified in the order.

DOE did not acknowledge the applicabi l ity of

state statutes to its activities at that

time. Therefore. no specie c steps were

taken in response to the order, although a

discussion of the circumstances was provided

as a matter of comity.

By May 1, 1986, all fac i lity ;modifications

arc procedural changer pedfied in the order

ware in place.

era	 _ Oi ii cr ;RD.

tCeo 6 is Ian to Ecology or rlarch 7, 19 86.

..ring tnst the s.c,age f Qagerous wastes

ccndw _d -.n accordance wiYr state

g ^ati;,n - .	 croun,.,ca^_ r ==.^oritcring

networks ^are irstal ed at various

-ne grouravwater sampling

programs associated :p ith these grounds,ater

monitoring networKS are in compliance with

:RCRA. Tne recu°red closure/Dolt-closure

cans ,per	 Dm-.ttec r E c o Io jy n Novemoe-

-I - l	 .:,'ae G de° DE 85 hil covered air, ed	,-- Go!y	 _	 e9 ^u v^1,.1-1 of6

of std	 ater qa ii y statute RCW 9D-48 related

dr]UT	 o	 PSCR	 hrir.ical

se.aer releases.

CT 8^ o^ ::r.0 LEA_,.: and EPA

,rec i 	 ` 3:	 .,y _ri rr ' Ord e r

+i .i ... e Jtate. Die H-_JJi CGA e eu kC.rtA .as—_e

r ^ i ,,., rroar„aaaar mor i,torinc. and

atus	 ^e rlacs-



Cate

Facility	 Received	 Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

A Complaint and Notice of Opportunity for

ec otl^t r was i ss e-	 not f'-

hydraulic

ysens in ne PCB ^g iations_ The cGmDla,nt
^uilowed a May 21 1`+86. inspection c y the

,i.S. Environmental Protect'.en Agency (EPA) that

was conducted to determine Miether activities

.,_rc in ccs;r .; a-ce with aCB -ogulations-

St ate Omer H 87-29-1 covered state dan,erous

',;aste re:eases (mixed waste) to Lhe 216 -A-36B

Crib.

-- - - - - — — -- - - -  -- - - - - - -  -- - - - - - -  -- - - - - - - 	 -- -- - -  -- - - - - - - - -

anford	 1iS118o	 -S -A	 Formal	 ^le>ed	 EFA

nanford	 it/'sn"8?	 Z',-:RA	 Forms%	 ill2,ed 

11%16%95
	

Lnforcemsnt Actions
	

Page	 2

Ilanfcrd (WHC) 	 1 _!c9	 RCRA	 Forr.,aI	 „losod;.cology	 Ecology notified WL and Westinghouse nanford

rpam	 r.-.C) c' a Sv'	 of ii , o', al.non within

' hree areas based on their April 10-11, i989.

^nssuc"icn o 	 "o. ., ,. d the Nonradioactive
' 2.ig°"G	 aStC _ -a'df . i ..

Comments

RL responded to t'ne Complaint on January 7,

1987„-;t, e^`fication that tee 376C

ui =g r-se „ir as d a res rc ref.-cC
,ith new, n or - r , 8 nydraulic cii or Cecemoer

l i g 86. L ._aced i n i2' t,-- that trey

believed no further acCicn or documentat,on

i,as required.

Ail discharges were stopped and L ike cr i b was

permanently closed to use. Wells drilled in

accordance with dates set forth in the order

(June 1, 1986) and regular sampling are

ongoing. The Dart A permit for the facility

css submitted February 2. 1988.

Three findings were identified: U) the need

to constrict at -. east d con , inuos single-

strand rope fence with warning signs around B

Pond and each of the three associaLed lobes:

i2) the need Lu repair' a 25-`do g c^each in

i^ a2CU:' - =y f_...n

r,;;: `. u^	 '95te	 ar^'1.	 and

'.3	 trr, fn'ed ',;o ev  Date the l,cocer D'.9” cvr,

-r 	 o

s. n9	 . i r Ifii.	 n > ', i	 app^cpriate
.rr1^J S _	 ^.,,	 .. ^Urd B

	

o';- Tr-, 	 3e at, the
to	 N	 Z..-a

r _Go 1=	 i d..i	 _ over 

1

- h2 2 6

^+ ^^^.	 uo v@uF is ^n —':' 	 I	 Vice.

JAtJSER - KEEP OiF" signs nave been posted,



Date

Facility	 Received

- ---------------- 	 --------

Hanford (Ail	 )/12/89

Su
b
ject	 Category Status	 Agency

--------	 --------	 -------	 ----- — ---

RCRA	 Formal	 Closed	 Ecology

H - f;rc (WHCi
	

,'85	 "fv1	 Fs rural 	 seC	 1 Gyy

	

ahi	 -r'-led I and 'v1HC o f	 .,.t'	 w

atl on .i,n-n °.1s- areas bj e,, un t -ir :u y

	

"'0. 193	 .;i s >ection of the L	 -29 Bit .i, e 16-

	

Pord.	 'te Q-i^^al Waste Casolex.

i1/16/96
	

Enforcement Actions
	

Page	 3

Summary

Ecology notified RL and WHC of a Notice of

v i olaticn ,ithAc two areas based on their ,'rune

12. 1989. -.nspecf^on cf the 183- 11 Basin, and 216

-S-10 ?in anc Bitch.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

Two findings were idert:fied: (1) the need

to construct at least a continuous single-

strand rope fence with aepropriate warning

sans arouw	 ^^.rnrt

oe fo re A^	 ailu i" L iie r.tta w

rrnto rr	 ^ 	 -..	 ----	 - - - ---
Basir, -

A single-strand harrier rnpe was i,	 11 e,h

with the appropriate warning signs around the

216-S-10 Pond and Ditch. The contents of the

Baking d^ums r,^ere removedand repackaged 1n

appropriately prepared drums. An inspection

was conducted on the other drums containing

dangerous waste at the 183-r. facility and no

other irregu larities were noted. The Central

Waste Complex, which receives 183-H dangerous

waste drums, was inspected are no

irv-egulariPes 7,2- noted. An analysis also

was conducted On the P[MdDie cause of the

_crrosive material found on the arums. The

results were presented to LDiicq_,

Tree Find'.gs were aentified. (r) the need

C is construct, at a „^nimjm, a coat-.nuous

single-strand chairr fence witn appropriate

w ining signs around the 216-A Ditch by

September ?;. i`i87: (2 fear radiation

.,rr.ny s i.irs	 ,,, r D, r ursecu ec or. the

ground nea r the 2 1 6-A-29 Ditch and 216-B Pond

°acilities: and (3) 10 waste drums at Centra

'.lasts Complex were found to nave exceeded the

.av ac	 w a'-ion	 riot	 ,: tte
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.nforcement Actions
	

Page	 4

Date

Facility	 Received

— ----------- -	 --------

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

--- ----	 ---- — --	 -------	 ----------	

------------------------------------------------

Hanford (WHC)	 4/75/90
	

MTA	 Formal	 Closed	 DOT On April 25. 1990. the Department of

.. unspc rte	 ^,,,.1 „a := ederal Ra"'I .read

Pr b,.b'_ ,!3 ! ce of ViG:ati

a,ainsf ,HC for violating t e ^azardeus

15 pv	 ^,. %tot 3p, inCC v+l

_.	 .,e	 r,', tj rr. i r
Nrw	 11 )',o	 i	 - ^ l e C	 KaJe^	 Uniple/.

a..,^	 i, , 	.-3-i-.	 loi^'S.	 L_C

Jrli

.,^ Lair	 r -crn^1 ..:,Lion.	 a	 ^:iu25t .that

L t :etsck j	 ,.	 -_,rneu	 the

Comments

A continuous single-strand barrier was

installed around the 216-A-29 Ditch and 216-B

Pond. The unsecured signs have Ceen

repcsted. Ierio c ic ins pections will oe
conducted LL identify necessary corrective

actions such as crsecared signs.

Tre lu ;taste ,. ,ums that exceee ec the 9v'-cay
accumulation °cried wa^e identified as

originating from Pr"P. These drums were

partially characterized and transferred to

the Central waste Complex for proper storage.

A letter identifying the dangerous and mixed

waste satellite and less-than-90-day

accumulation areas on the Hanford Site was

tsars- Ucd Lo Fcolegy-

The procedures were corrected to the

satisfaction of D0 I and, after negotlaLicns.

the fine as r^duce^ L.; 52,100, v lr icti was
Paid by W!iC.

199.1	 Tne

repacKagiig of the drums '.vas 
initiated 

on

D _cCmber "r 1,90 r.,;" er- th3 effort was

d'.ipered J i :ldvordc " wedin e r ;ondi!ions.
;^L ,.,.;;	 .,l work-.ng days were foss due

i 68 of f^he
problem drums were subseQuen'_ y repackaged

i i d i ctor	 -o the	 r	 ida Le Complex by
t wary	 -951.	 L^ ' " 7v ray s boU , verbally

I n c	 fed



Date

Facility	 Received

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -	 - - - - — --

Hanford (WHC)	 10/07/91

H.nford (wIIC)

Sub„ect

--------

Category Status Agency

CAA

--------

informal

-------

Closed

---- — ----

DOH

Ni'DES informal - osed shenr=

li/10/9E
	

Enforcement Actions
	

Page	 E

Summary

HOH condacteo a technical review of radoactive

i i r em ssicns from PFP -- uly 16-10, 1991. One

finding and five observations were identi`-red.

In !1arcn .n9 RL began const°uction of a new

filter ba_ kmash pond in the IN Area- A

CO7 cncrt C f L'lls ccnstrnetlo . siJ--t Jas a nC,

autfali _ the Columbia River. A rmy Corps of

rgiretr. s , ;rcval was secured `cr the cut'al'

4c NPOES p -mit has b een ipps ed for, and ,Il

the necessary NEPA documentation is io place

however, RL failed to apply for the necessary

hydraulic project permit approval from the

Washington State Department of Fisheries

(Fisheries) and for a temporary water quality

modificaLion permit from Ecology before

cu,^st,c'ioo of tte cutfall.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

A letter from DOH to RL on September 19.

1994, formally closed t:ris :teel.

r i s-, ries r,.	 .'	 c	 r	 _,.

orrice or the	 on wa- performed

elf ,.. ..	 i	 'I-'rva LC	 itl fr: On ,.	 IIAImJI:
I
iver without a permit

RL was instructed by Fisheries to do the

following. (1) mace a screen on the outlet

of the outfall to prevent fish from trying to

swim up the pipe: (2) repair the damage to

the vegetation that occurred daring

construction: and (3) contact Ecology on

whether a water quality modification permit

should e splied -„ ilter construction

.omD etc.

i ;green	 s out `all is

Je emoer	 n--. by- , eul1c pro)_ct permit has

boen rece' s 	5w for new trees tc be

plantec-	 frees t-._ -e D antee to ^'epIa ce —In-d

amaged vtp s tram oiL,,n 1 Larch	 teal coy nas

fm cateu	 rs. 2 .0 a rf tnc outfall has

^reacy tSJrc->:-

'i^latior	 o 	 vas isa-' ;.o RL or

_^ ,.tr „tors.	 F re.._s al= state: tnat

r	 _.^d^r,ir n'al :i



Date

Facility	 Received	 Sub,;ect	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

------------------------------------------------

LDlogy issuco an inspection sport fo Tank 2,111

-SY-iK 'ns-t a'.leges RL was in vio -.aticn of

Stat , Dangerous 'via -e Regula t ions (WA -_ 173-3031.

Th ose	 clrt^ons i i.,ludc-d tiie	..are	 'r. sect
-o, iltc rg ysLc:ns. failare 'e N ovlde and

operate adequate i eak detecti,n, failure to

allow ':up`ctors acc ess L trd n-ng recores, a12

-ir r	 r c^er1y identify. te- onne
-
 in tr_

- raining plan.

-------- --------	 --------	 --------	 --------	 -------	 -- -------

'-ant,.,.. ,WHC)	 51,,5?	 RJFEC	 . , I a	 „ o 	r,,,,'cgY

Hall! G-it (W1 1C)	 7!16/92	 RCRA
	

inforrial Cl0s2d	 Eco'cgy

11/i6/95
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Ecology i ssued an - r,Decticn -epc°t for an

c':'2I	 oil of PURER aank F.B. 	 1 p ^ Vary

Blot	 : Uat	 -	 uCnL 1),J ,.r
spill reporting, failure to inspect monl^orirc

_c i;	 Iack cf acegaats secoridary

contairrrent aid overfi it Drevention controls.

- il el LL. _ 

..^. iy	 Ci ^'Jatotu	 aCSt

rt oa,.t	 eni,si r	 frm r I, .r.rk farrs-

Comments

---------------------------------------------

RL has issu,u r,hree responses to the state

regarding the alleges: violations according to

the schedule in the inspection report- Ri -

as Ccmp'eted all ec - ecti ve actions as

required oy E cology	 k formal notification

rdicating	 y -amplet^cr of the

correctiv- st.'i r.s ras beer received by

Icolcgy.

Correspondence from Ecology in October 1994

indicated this item would remain open until a

followuu ins pection could occur.

Ecology not , ' ed WHC by e-mail or. Dctober 23

1,55. that they now consider this issue

d csec.

A letter ias 
sort 

April 28. i553, from

^^o'Ogy t	 a-i.. w	 .a li rg	 ^ al C1 GS U.."c

- tt

"'.ntid	 r„ _, ,ni ry	 -r ^ca:-p	 ,n^_ .a : th. the

d'l-I ou y 1 1 ^ III	 n _ro.	 ^_Canology

,lne2 r'	 dnna°2	 k^ ras _o '.Rletci

'r.,J,ngs.

r. v r , r 19D
Cr	

^.

t =m	 2 5°1 MI : --, ,, n t I 'otter	 Re

	

".^'f] 'I a.. ,U	 r	 ..- e	 -1 opei.

	

ar.; '_.i_L l e 'c n. n	 ocs O r va	 1^ (nclJ

ti 2 p .	 `1	 ette'	 y^le^ted	 the



;an `o rd ,b;IIC;
	

'z, 'sr
	

R=R^
	

i -:i ^ g lai	 " i j sec	 E_ologY

aanfo)11 ioH`)	 _/C a , , -w	 CAA
	

n1'or ua

11/16/95
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Subject	 Category Status	 Agency Summary

Cate

Facility	 Received

- - -- --- ------	 ------

Comments

---------------------------------------------

1. 1994.

Tank farms aersonnel net with DOH on November

n	 :5ud, to U,m 'Js^. 	 11

a^. were	 w

that	 sc- -	 ,..,^c.ao

1994. tip	 uss	 iIIla	 isi,^

,crscnne -, agreed to subrit responses by

January 31

On March 3. 1995. DOA sent RL a letter

closing three findings. The letter stated

DOH was unsatisfied with the other responses

to the findings, and provided additional

guidance to respond to these items.

Ecology 'ssued a compliance letter for T Plant

t'nat alleges RL and 'sHC were in viclaticn cf WAC

17°-303. These violations i ncluded failure to

nd

sucn a-	 -ordxeei,ing inspect on, , ,.se and

d^mge IJI	 Con to l llei'S. I SL' ,. _S lgra.l on, and

and discharges.

CuH issued a report detailing 15 actcn ^tems

from d	 nvestlga iii. con-e nng an ur.. -solve (I

'_y pu t i Yi a	 3 F,s	 ma 1ii staC,
r systen

Tank Farms personnel have been preparing a

response, which has not been submitted to RL

yet.

RL and WK have issued a response according

to the schedule described in the inspection

report. Most corrective actions have been

cr-:pleteo	 tcclogy as noted

T Plant's eff,ri.s tc ^esolve their violations

and has o= iciaiiy ciosea tm s enforcement

ac i Cn

These ac'ic^ i tems included p^cv l d mg a

response	 ',he -o	 ,.,ini	 im.)roper

w 1 f-.ca	 ;F 551 c	 mss iur control

system mod licition 	 potentially inadegaa^e

emission control system, and improper

ventilation sealing systems. A response was

_vided by RI e,itiiin the designated 4s do.

t	 . ;;erg d,	 ^cLior items nave

^0 ^,^ l	 ,a'.,	 ^i	 I	 .,jr



n `o'd ('ad)

1 '2z^0rHanfor:; J,HCi

Comments

iiosure of the remaining 1 0 action items will

occur after completion of corrective actions

and cngcirg rcgrl-it,cns v th DOH. A

fo i lowup inspection occurred on June 22.

1994, and or. September 16, 1994. DOH sent a

letter Lo RL forn.a y dosing this

inspection.

These findings ere related to sampling data

collectio	 ^..^a rep ting, and monitoring

equipment calibration. RL issued a response

within the designated 45-day time period.

Two of the findings have peen closed to the

satjsfactinn of OOH

DOp sent, a letter to RL (correspondence

#94D"23) cater February 11. 19 =. to close

the remaining iCeies idetified during the

sun-veillance.

,r i November 	 i992, RL responded to the

;once of Nonro-mpliance. RL stated in the

pone	 ` the camp of `tie PCB spill

r'^ __ec _ __ cemczr 28 1991, no'

n 3iapl arse-	 i21 - -iso outlined corrective

ac-.lons lo ens,c	 „iear.up	 l"B spi,i,

-,-.,	 r c	 1 c r,:L ed ;n 	 ^.c.

requires 43 four;.

ct attng Lhty

r'e5^G:6c and CGr

the iSSIAe.

it a Lam;

rr u y ri _^. .x:10

L r'ir sent a letter tc^i2L

- ;i'isfics Wl 'h xI S

"Bttive actions and closed

e w	 L_

i9i'ed on

,_	 , 	 I G1nd I i y

11/16/95
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Date

Foci i ity
	

Received

-----------------

Subject	 Category Status Agency	 Summary

t,A
	

I^'orr	 ,ir=.es	 is i" 	_po	 ., ac Pudi ' perfo rmed at

	

..	 e .._il tv t,„t ide *,i icd
five minor findings.

SCA
	

Forwa'	 FPA	 -..e CP	 _su ed a -'Ice of ^l5 compliance based
..n an in fe,-tian csrdaa:ed q septen-bor 1991.

,.r	 _.,,_,.a	 Cleanup o` a ?h8
a	 'ienS`ICs.



Page	 911/1 6/95

Eat

Facility	 Received

--- -- ----------	 --------

-lan ,̀ord (PNU	 ,L'1-;J-72

Hanford (WHO	 11/12/92

Hanford (WHC)	 .,i5 1 -3

ilinfcr	 f,-	 i2/ti

Foforcement Actions

	

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency

	

-------	 --------	 ----- -	 ----------

-YRA
	

in for;ia	 EcY,uSy

RCRA
	

Informal Closed	 Ecology

R 2Ri1
	

(,"ifofT'I^I	 ..''OS ed	 Neology

Summary

includec failure to meet the waste generator and

acccnulaLion standards such as waste

designaticn. personnel training, recordkeeping,

and the I„ of a management of containers.

-cology ^ssued a compliance letter , for 'h.. 303-,,

I -age °acility alleging RL and Pacific

Northwest LaboTa nu ry (PNU are in viola-ion Pf

;W 173-303.

Ecology issued a letter alleging that RL and WHC

arc in violation of 'wAC 173-303. These

. 13 Iatlu S lncludu,	 ..ak	 ee	 IaCK

secondary containment. delayed notification and

reporting, and inadequate personnel training at

the single-shell tanks.

-cology issued a compliance letter for issues

the _t,rag	 mad . to	 241

< Farm.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

closed this itec.

ThC vi0-.Vt 	 ^i^iuuw ill.pi U pei wo^te

all 1nro-;uni u 	v)

C n '.airt	 alelinC, and rn ,we stora,.e o`	 .

was- =_ accorc,nu c^

PNL issued a response ttat dis puted o „

findings. These findings were resolved in a

letter sent from Eco^ogy to RL on April 7,

1993

Ecology also prepared a Tri-Party Agreement

change control form establishing enforceable

milestones to address the violations. RL and

WHC have issued a response requesting that

negotiations begin to address the proposed

milestones.

The violations noted included exceeding the

Haste aa.0 iulailOn l unit c` 120 days, and

-omp -,iar, 	 ...,.,__sated witn generatcr

sto rase	 — a ^d WI-IC have issued

Formal response. No additional actions are

necessary.

is v ,),	 ACC F lat i 'L	 .a 'rill- have Init^atec

,ork that Ji recl-y ,,Ipports fuel

encapsulation. withc . 1pprJval of DOH. The

,IV t „ I 	^I rand'ifiu	 o sup a^l

<es	 rime at^,

rc WHC ornlally re	 g l-2G to ire NOV, and a

YL = T_ S	 '„f ,r^i r	 e"'irt , s , <sued ^'I

orw,	 os ed	 JOh	 eG a Not ,e of i^o d _i r ,^^^`J; for

adi	 ive air cin s on isoa s related to the

tp0^	 l'ei enCo ,^J1aL0r	 Y viL OS a. in2

u-KE -uel storage .,a ^i rs-
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Date

Facility	 Received	 Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary
	

Comments

--------------	 --------	 ---- ---	 --------

lianford ( WHC)	 2/03/93	 CAJL	 Forma	 Siperce cPA

Iantord (WHC)	 3/10/93	 RCRA	 'ormal	 I;cc	 E ,'.;,,

------------------------------------------------

EPA issued a Compliance Order to RL and its

contractors aleging noncompliance with the

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air

Pollutants for radionuclides.

colcgy issued air 	 and "otice o` Penalty

[nc;rr_ j and Due or failure to ad2c,u9tely

designate approximately 2.000 containers of

solid waste.

FPA and RL negotiated a Federal Facility

Comp liance Agreement (FFCA) on February 7.

1994. to allow RL to confirm compliance or

meet Lhe compliance requirements of 4G CFR

61, Subpart n. ..be FFCA superseded the

compidri2c order and tM s wili no longer be

tracer. as an coon iten.

The Notice of Penalty stipulated a penalty of

8106.000. RL disputec portion of the Order

and Notice of Penalty. RL and Ecology have

agreed to resolutions to the disputed

portions, and these resolutions have been

agreed to by the Washington State Pollution

Control HearinG Beard. which issued a

settlement agreement modifying the Order and

Notice Gf Penalty.

The settlement agreement for the Compliance
drder required ,ubir t ttdl of a waste Analysis

Plan ('WAPi to confirm or complete the

cesignation cf	 waste in cuestion.

^z.:_rsivr r rr".ati_n s rega-r^ ,, the content

Ia wAF Ca l ­ed lRI.'en RL and t_ loyt;.

'ina^	 Frcv;. -:	 rarlled by Ecology ec

koveniber	 i993. U Uirrration or completion
Lrc„asoz designatieo, following the

pro,.ess estab'isned by	 WAP. must be

comp le t ed oy	 ., 1994.

F rot a” ns	 Gard	 ,ii alte iazive to the
payment 01 re x100 a;malty	 salted m an

a g reement that a.-;.a RL tc set 
no 

an

	

rnt c`	 LCC c	 u,z ' a s . n	 Merge.

	

i .^vrnc	 r„	 a	 the was ir.,tL



Ilan'ard (WHC)
	

1%I'i3
	

<
	

-Mni 	 _ Lser1	 -. ^lonv

9,1 RAa iron I ( ,v I f)
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Date

Facility	 Received
	

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

---- -----------	 -------	 --------	 --------	 -------	 ----------	 -------

Comments

-------------------------------------	 ------------------------------------------

Department of Wildlife to plan for and carry

out a sagebrush revegetation effort on the

Hanford Arid lands F,-n -,n:v Raserva

.^!ccy _,.:_d c oT .:'-ance 1 	 `or a legea

v^clat:^ a related to a	 Of ethyl re glycol

at the 309-E Building to the 300 Area Process

Trench.

r,...	 ued .. ^^ ,. DU I '^ .. C r -	 _

;ti	 sf varr oj reyu it I ons relat - d tC

J IK	 cc;,-, ip i i anec di ItnK L4c -LX -1 iv.

On Auausc 24 19`;4 RI i	 mn rten a if	 , an4

to co;o,

required by the

The alle:i Od vio:ati	 :ere related to

immociat rep'ring	 ^t BO^

access to information. RL p repa red =

response to this incident within the required

time period and considered that all

corrective actions required by Ecology were

completed. Since then. Ecology indicated

that they believed further information was

required for them to close this item. On

March 22. 1995, RL transmitted the additional

information to Ecology. The letter provided

answers to two questions posed by Ecology

regarding the ethylene glycol spill at the

309 Building. Ecology now considers this

_^, dosed.

K- nQ- p erarea rest..rse,, t o ':he letter and

has cocmittec to pumping the remaining

Iiquios from the tank. Liquid pumping was

initiated in October 1 993 and initially was

expected to be completed in January 1994.

This date was extended to April 3 0 , 1994-

Ater all the igaid „^^ believed to .,^

pumped. pictures were taken and a pool of

free '- quid ',ias `ound to be remaining_ This

d	 CPJU	 anG It o	 ,:eri t0 aaout 5,000

gallons o" supercatant- ,o of July 12, 1994.

11	 1 1-	 ,i.e -	 l I	 ; 'lad ) , in remo yen
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Gate

Facility	 Received

---------------	 -------

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary Comments

-------------------------- ------------------

and pumping was continuing on the

i nterstitial -:iquid. 'aHC expected tnis last

sta ge rf pumping to be one by the end of

July.

New photographs were taken after this final

pimping. and again II '.quid (estimate

approximately ;0,006 gallons) was seen ^r the

tank Additional pumping is planned to occur

after further integrity testing of the

transfer line-

Hanford (WHO
	

7/09/93
	

RCRA
	

Informal Closed	 Fcology

anf,ru	 8' 2 l 93	 RCRA
	

r`-rw	 ^ oset	 ^.,

Ecology issced a compliance letCer for alleged

violations of the generator accumulation

stargarI, o` WAC 173-305-20) at T Plant.

logi	 nc::f c T1 Auui, t	 i91i, cf a

zgiesl ., _,r"IG r_ ^3 (Icy	 ^w ,.lat r i r'.cd

.]n1 los.-.	 ttc ^t"a an

aus ii, y bel is r^ Ir., ne e	 ry requ i - .Tents

^u	 sfie^ If __„ r ^i=y re^^ided

In March 1995. this tank was declared inter'-m

stabilized. Ecology notified WHC by e-nail

on October 23. 1995. that they now consider

this ^ssae closed.

These alleged violations occurred during the

repackaging of unknovn containers that Were

generated in Tack Farms. RL has completed

all corrective ecti cns as required by

Eo„?ogy. Additionai correspondence from

c agy rr C^- ?d mere in Fcrma-ion relaaec to

2. 1993. RL sabmittod tnis -.r,formation to

., ar.	
In 

J

4'r. tM ;	 sp arse-

„ 	 Z2. i5:a app ravdi c' Lhe 30-day

	

as	 :'cel'	 .5e i.a'.'K 2 3 l WaS

	

i	 :b2	 J4. -	 'c"'	 1'

ulth	 nls	 S 'l0 clospc.



;r f.rral	 ,^.J	 ..a:;gY
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Late

Facility	 keceived	 Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

-------- -----	 -------	 -------	 --- — ---	 -------	 ----------

dnniord (41HC)	 :0/15/53	 RCRA	 informal Closed	 Ecology

Hanford C'dHC) 	 10/8/93	 RCRA
	

Nfornai 'T r-' p '	 rology

------------------------------------------------

Ecolegy issued a compliance letter for alleged

violations of the transporter req.irements of

'RAC 173-303-190 at the PUREX Facility-

'clog, i.,,ued o cm—' ancc s ette r for .lIeged

olati ms of the treatment storag e . and

disposal requirements of WAC 173-303 it. PUREX.

c_!ogy ,sued ;	 41ia,2r-:,2r for alleged

aLt^i3 ii Lne generator u cu ,, a,ion

its a` d ,, .r	 303-2cv.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

Those alleged violations occurred while the

waste was being stored in a tank trailer

pending approval from Mahn to accept the

waste- RI ': ra rsmi 
it 

-2d a '.otter '-	 c	 _.

June 28. .994 19464 2 P5ti- s tl aLinQ Liar ILeâ Is

in. the',:	 I---	 ..._ :.,_^...	 _,-	 _"

:onside- , tha 

! 1 li Uld =	 l	 i:.- rda r_/	 9l r,r	 t - .,

h:,u rs and stc-ing 	 r	 i.. ,.	 _^

permitted for storage. These alleged

violations occurred while waste was being

stored in Tank F18 and Tank F16. Transfer of

waste from Tank F16 and Tank F18 to Tank

rarms was initiated on October L. 1993. A

total of six transfers were required to

remove the waste from Tank F16. The final
transfer from Tank F16 was completed on

1;uvember :. :953. R_ provided Ccology with: a

letter on December 14. 1993, to document that

Tank F16 was emptied	 she letter stated that

"with the removal of waste from Tank F16

completed. RL cor.stcers this action closed."

Thu violat i ons resu ' tcd from a

_,:ass	 cd lr uri OL lour proce ss LPnKS at Lne
iutoniur e.clamati„,.,,,, , lit;	 ' -F) as waste

,, ­ U r;elation tanKS. Gco,cgy requirea the

I n:p ir_;^:^rtat-, or o: .-. eras Ui traCKing system,

that tanks be aDeled Bs hazardous waste

a :uvula`, r tanks. and	 ovin,ng direction

to	 i;pera ti ans rcgardirg the regolat.ory

Status of plF waste -an5c. The Pi r,- item

u-, neon ^,^	 ':ed-	 ,Cnt G c K2r tG

, logy	 a	 verjere r 1953.	 ,',ids

yuL:La,	 „ ''(I I	 1,.,e	 L„ublonS 1 11
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Subject	 Category Status Agency	 Summary
	

Comments

--------	 --------	 -------	 ----------	 -------------------------------------------	 --------------------------------------

WAC 173-3C3-071(3) that may allow

reclassificat,on of PRF Baste tanks to nor^-

.0 A . ,atw.

Hanford (WHC)	 10/26/93	 RCRA	 Informal Closed	 Ecology	 Ecology issued a compliance letter for alleged

violations of the generator accumulation

requirements of WAC 173-303-200.

Cn ,ianuary t3, :54. Ecology responded with a

letter that stated the aoove-mentioned tanks

,vere process tanks and, thereore, not

suoject to generator waste accumuIitI or,

rcgclrcim.cnts irner tn e WAS.

The compliance letter resulted from a Hanford

-wide inspection of temporary storage and

satellite accumulation areas. Several

findinas and recommended corrective actions

were noted in the inspection. WHC has

completed these corrective actions.

At the 1164 Facility. one finding was

identified regarding container records. un

Cbvembar 5. 1993. a copy of the records was

filed a'_ ohs facility. The fir-al report to

close tl. i s-.`e,n was issued or December

1993. A - Aster from Ecology on February

m9_. fs	 .,, 3̂ ^u tr. i'_em.

At the kTla-n satellite storage area, three

findings were iaenti Tied, art Awn findings a^

the 32: Faci ;,ty were identifies. with

regard t,; :.ne .,..; H =..c ..ity. Ei_ sent a

letter to sology ss ^^ovemaer t5, L9s.

	

listirq L	 r-e,-, i 	ctionr taken anc

,.: ng 'nr	 n^ oe;	 vcu 'rest a t',r	 i'ully

	

vto rvB t	 :^^ect	 `lnGing	 vh th

rv_
	 _.	 _ 32!	 'IiLy. tf^	 nun ..

temporary 'acil^ty tkiat has been closed.



Date

Facility	 Received

------	 --------

Hanford (WHC)	 10/27/93

Hanford (W IC)
	

10/29/93
	

CAW
	

Informal C ^ osed	 DOH

Hanfom (L•hIC;	 ^_ 1'/^^b	 RCRA
	

it*G'Mt	 Ecology

11/16/95
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Subject Category Status Agency 	 Summary

--------	 --------	 -------	 ----------	 ------------------------------------------------

CAA	 Informal Closed	 DOH	 DOH issued a compliance letter after an

inspection of the 291-U-1 stack monitoring

system on October 1. 1993.

DOH issued a report of a surveillance conducted

at PUREX during A.u qust 1993 that identi fied one

finding related to a lack of auditable

procedures and three best managment practices

,•si`1P;, one related to trading sampling

instrument serial numbers by location, and two

related to clarifying sampling procedures.

rn ,ovember 17. 1993 :colog, 	 s ued a

compliance letter alleging inadequate ^ontrois

prv,alLir:g rorruuf ne releases of nszardow

".s ,,anccs to the enirormer,, p rom w4; -managed

it tre 300 Area. The sab;ect letter

_c ived idllovin,j	 ^,e of _, yler,2

-ycc to ^ ne 300 Area Proce-s sc,i,r from the

ii 1 ',n Cc c er --993.

Comments

The letter identified two observations. RL

had believed that only findings required a

fo rmal response. and did not formally respond

to the obse^vdtldrS	 ,n A,gJs '9Y4 aL0 - L -,v

CGh •ipgraged a 'i	 U,IJC I	 Vo,luru w

findings (revel Tv)  	 Rl

provide a respnnsn.

A response was ,,,idec to
	

on	 z.

1995. On July 13. 1995, DOH transmitted a

letter closing this inspection.

The finding was issued because the health

physics procedure document, WHC-IP-0718,

which had recently replaced WHC-IP-0692. did

not contain PUREX-specific procedures. PUREX

Health Physics implemented a field change on

November 9. 1993, to incorporate the PUREX-

specific procedures into the -0718 document.

A followup inspection scheduled for July 18.

1994. to determine resolution of this issue

was canceled sirre DGH had inaicated they

were satisfied with, the corrective action.

Closure o' this Iinding was documented in a

telephone memorandum on October 17. -994.

RL requested WHC to submit a written response

to the subject letter by December 22. 1993

;this date as arenaed to December 30.

19 93).

Gn Cocsmber 30. -595. WHC responded Co RL

,,'th a lette r `not Crcvlaeo an assessment of

h_fc ^rt iial `or ncr routine releases of

laze dous	 stone^ 'c. tl e environment '-om

aw;	 .gin ^- a	 w-9d lid ., fa C, ^ it^e5-
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Date

Facility	 Received
	

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

--- ----- -- -------	 --------
	

--------	 --------	 -------	 ----------	 ------------------- ------ — - — ----------------

.lei ^J ,rd iWriC)	 _ ;7/93	 ".RA	 -porno	 ,ln,ed	 cgy	 gy i,sued a -orp arc-- l ett er "s. ,.leged

o^at',cns in impl errent —io tiro WAF-

Comments

---------------------------------------------

Where hazardous materials were present, the

control systems `er preventing releases to

the environment were evaluated. if the

control systems were found to be inadequate,

plans and schedules to upgrade one systems

were developed- The planned upgrades are

scheduled for completion before the start of

the 30o Area L eated Effluent Disposa'

Facility, projected for December 1994. The

assessment provided to RL included

descriptions of each affected facility and

the action required to correct the

situatinr_

ecology has said this issue was satisfied

with the subirittal of RL 's corrective

actions, but indicated a followup inspection

to ve-:'v co:upliance could occur.

or uvemce7 1; 19D3, Ecology ; e t with RL tc

cuss a..egcd devia:iohs from Section 1.4

.; the CrA?.n rich requires RL ono Ecology tc

pprove chang es	 A'sc — scussed ..c s a

,cncern regarding waste management trairrng.

,;nest v, 'e-' L	 Bois. and a list

or respons^o:e persons- The information

crrgi ally:;a, requested for December 1.

1993. Ecology agreed to delay Cne response

unti l uecember	 1993. and R. ssed the

response cn that date. Me response state`]

rot a -.	 sa cranger, L; L	 v4 1 	 be

c vuiauni caLe' Lc ^colo'yy as requested. The

letter also addressed the other conce rn s

— 31 ugr' nau and made recommeridat,uns tc.

r °mbL	 rechn^ca l	am to d-ar. th l sues

_J 	 _.	 vjA_' r;e't _ rc.



12/0 13/93' l ,in Iord (whit)

Hanford (ln]C)
	

12/07/93	 I-,_	 ;nlormal Closed	 Ecology
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Date

Facility	 Received

--------------	 -------

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

--------	 -------	 -- — ---	 ----------	 ------------------------------------------------

-AA	 informal Closed	 DOH	 DOH -sued a compliance letter Following a

surveillarse un uctober 6. 1993, at the f,s.

Flux Text i 3ci:'ty (FFTF), w-icn i Cr pr" ad tw,

'ludings and two 6MPs- The letter repr oted a

response Yom RL within 45 uays.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

they became concerns.

On January 5, 1594 Ecology closed this item

Oneof trl	 iogs mi ,, cnat

n CIC	 IUb "II iNlltl,l	 ly II'., ,JILU, lull, ally

II ,^. r^ill or	 r	 .I	 i 	 1	 11	 11	 r

calibrator recaas- , 	<e^der problems.

R- cmrPrr r corrective action° i q e orov ,ka

in the compliance letter.

RL provided DOH a response on March 2. 1994.

Ecology issued a compliance letter for

a;iegations that improvements (target actions)

to be performed at T Plant as part cf the

Dangerous Waste Part A Permit Application were

found -D	 either incomplete or unsatisfacto-y

du ,1 n r) a December 2. 1993. inspection

RL transmitted a rlew response to DOH on

January 31, 1995. On July 13, 1995. DOH

transmitted a letter closing this inspection.

This target action. "implement Periodic

Visual Inspection and Static Leak Test

Program for 2706-T and 211-T Tanks." was to

be completed by October 1993. Ecology has

required implementation of effective visual

inspection and leak test programs for the

2706-T --rd 211 1 _.;mpc by Decefncr 15, 1993.

Ecology also required the coc^pletion of three

corrective actions by ,:anuory in :994,

:,pecifical :y, repair of the cac<°law

preventer leaking to the 2706-T sump, repair

of the leak detection device for 2706-T. and

l

port or, r e prog: of installing or

nstitating ealc ;:o tecticn for the '1:-T

su^nh.

ur h o 	 tic alleged

-^t:cr	 t	 i7ateC.	 Jr November 7.



Ilanford (D!HCi	 12/13/x,3
	

KRA	 lnfmma1 Closed	 0Lcjy

11/16/95
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Date

Facility	 Received
	

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency

- ---------------	 --------
Summary

Fcology issued a compliance letter for an

^nspccticn car ,; actedNovember 18-22, 1993. at

-re Transuranic Waste Storage and Assay Facility

(IRUSAF) to determine compliance with interim

status rucu,rementL under i-%AC 173-303. and to

status current activities with respect to the

Dangerous Waste Part 8 Permit Application

Comments

W:C tnat followed a followup inspection on

October 18, 1991. Do violations were noted.

RL considers this item closed

Alleged violations included (1) failure to

maintain emergency equipment in accordance

with the facility contingency and emergency

plan, (2) failure to maintain operating

records in a manner sufficient to locate

wastes within the facility, (3) failure to

label containers with hazardous waste labels

or in a manner to adequately identify major

risks associated with the contents of the

containers. and (4) failure to store

containers within a compliant secondary

containment system.

The compliance letter stated that RL and WIIC

needed to co—rft these flndings by March 18.

1994-

Gn February 1, 199 11. RL sect a letter to

ccicgy providing a status of the four

I:^ ..„ ciders the . 1""

two 7 Le,'is closed-	 requested an exte=.s on

to Apn ab, i994, for the tniro item, and

stateci Lint the `ou^tn !t,em V1OUIC be

completed by `arch 14. 1994_

7a1 iy^',	 :^L	 ^] .,u ' .d on i1ne

1994, which provided information indicating

the firal Lwo -Lerns lave beer, comoleLed.

.,ber	 I_s1 	 - c otter tc
R^ 'crnally clop rg this item.
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Date

Facility

-----------------

Received

--------

Subject	 Category	 Status	 Agency Summary Comments

Hanford	 ('WHCi 12/17/93 CAA	 informal	 Closed	 D-DH Dal] conducted an audit of air monitoring The audit revealed two findings,	 five

Instrumentation adequacy and calibration on June observations,	 and five BMPs.	 DOH requested

2 8 	- July 2.	 1993.	 DOII believes	 past audits ano RL's	 response.	 including a corrective action

surveii:ances have identified instrumentation plan.	 by February 20,	 t994

out of calibration.

Or	 February

response ta	 _r	 Nrnnw _.. ,__ _

one	 finding.aould 
or
	 resolved by March 19.

1594.	 and L...,	 ctn er	 by April	 ,,u.	 1594.
Completion dates were provided for the

findings and BMPs not already resolved.

On September 5.	 1994,	 DOH sent a letter to RL

stating closeout of all	 the open items but

one finding.	 DOH is requesting response to

this	 last item by November 1.	 1994.

WHC told RL on November 14.	 1994,	 that this

deadline could not be met, and RL agreed to

inform DOH that a response would be submitted

by January 31,	 1995.	 On January 20.	 1995,	 a

response was submitted to RL 	 DOH formally

closed this inspection in a letter

transmitted August H.	 1995.

(WliC 'r;, ;;;;„	 ,;,;or;,,	 `,,,eJ	 oG. ,_-,	 ;-u_,,	 a	 L sniplrance	 :etL i 	 foi,owed	 an triree observations ana one 6M 0 were
^; pee	 iD,. of the 24 -) - S Evao c rater and SY Yank identified.	 RL had c	 eved that only

rai e,r^,sior ur i ts on Noveris— 3C and December findings	 -equired a normal	 response,	 and Did

i.	 1993. not formaiiy respond to the observations. 	 An

August 1994 audit by DOH upgraded all 	 formIr

observations to findings	 (level	 [V),	 which

require,—. 	 a,• a response-

fL	 subiri	 rse t r 	 j0, 	 January 25.

1995.	 On July i3.	 1995.	 OOH transmitted a

.,.,,^ 	 n,]	 Lni^-- UUaI
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Sate

Facility	 Received	 Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary	 Comments

------------- -------	 -------- ------- ----- -------- -------------------------------------	 ----------------------------------
Ilanford (WHC)	 1 2F/9 z	 nCRA	 Informal Closed	 rccicgy	 Eco^ogy issued a compliance letter for alleged 	 The sections of the WAC that RL and WHC were

vexations identified during an inspection on	 alleged to be out of compliance with are 173-

December 9. 1993, at the Hanford Fire Department 	 303-350(2), -350(3), and -350 (4). The

to determine compliance with contingency plan 	 compliance letter stated that contingency

requirements under WAC 173-303 for hazardous	 plans for 2715EA, 1)77, 321, 384, and 284W

andior mixed waste facilities.	 did not incorporate the WAC requirements.

Additionally, the letter stated that copies

of contingency plans for 284E. 284W. and

2715EA were not kept at the Hanford Fire
Department as required, and they were not on

the Hanford Local Area Network (HLAN).

The compliance letter requested corrective

actions to be complete by April 15. 1994-

On March 23, 1994, WHC provided RL with a

letter for Ecology in response to these

allegations, and RL sent the letter to

Ecology on faarch 28. 1994. Tne letter

presents a revised RL/WHC contingency

planning program. and outines the corrective

actions RL ill take b y flay 31. 1994. to

ter,-

w19L%KLCrjn.D>el.e ri corrective actions a,.

planned r--o Iling to schedule. `cology

notUfied WHC by e-:nail on October 23. 1995.

that they now con. i oer -, M s -ssue closed.
h a!I(Olt '^,nf `PVL.	 L Ql/)^	 'LA	 lf_",I,'	 ^. 11 ;1H	 a	 ^^	 r^, 	 v	 r	 f.g iie .J it r cou  cu n GTe"e oua CrVa'L iUr'S l u'w

1	 znp a0a Area	 nssio ..nits-	 F	 zd _., j, rind n qs level 1J,.	 (i)

caroon absorber units inspected (Builotng

34G) did not nave test worts o; indication

rs;	 enc.,' esr. perlcnii- rice, (2;

e-!,	 heat 	 of the ma -n



Hanforr ;WHC)3/9d	 RCRA	 IInform 1	 used	 Ecology	 Ecology issued a compliance letter alleging

violations of facility recordkeeping

requirements for the Backlog Waste Program.

The alleged violations resulted from an Ecology

qspectcn on February 18. :994, when cc.ogy

cquested copies of training records

11/16/95
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Cate

Facility	 Received
	

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

-- -------------	 --------
	

--------	 --------	 ----- -	 ----------	 -----------------------------------------------

Comments

operating to Limit humidity: and (3)

calibration was not indicated (tags) on

gauges used to monitor performance of HEPA

filters ur n 	^d &VI 11-1-- -

dctiOns wort iii-luutu iii the icLLei ieUw L .

RL provided a letter ', GSH on u^cen^er

1994, responding to the three items.

Corrective actions also were prcvieed.

Another res ponse letter containin g_ additi Anal

requested information was sent to DOH on

December 9, 1994.

On July 13, 1995. DOH transmitted a letter

closing this inspect5on.

The alleged violations are summa i zed below.

1) RL and WHC 'failed to make training

records available for inspection...to verify

that employees involved in the backlog waste

ogram	 --raining

2) RL and WIT- "fai led to make training

records required by Chapter 173-303-330 WAC

available for inspection at all reasonable

u es p^_r Chapter 173-303-380(31aj).'

Eco^ogy s cerrect r actions stated in the

"vo,untary ccnipllanLe utter' involve

providing the requested training records to

Ecology and tner^ maintaining the appropriate

training records in the 200 West Area. and

_^'	 t	 ,^ila	 or l„ture

irspe:a.pns.
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Date

Facility	 Received	 Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

---	 - -- - ---	 --------	 --------	 --------	 ---- — -	 -------- —	 ------------------------------------------------

-,fiorG ^` -;,OU	 s 0/'jl	 i2CRA	 Formal	 Closed	 Fcolo„y	 Ecology issued on Order (No. DE 94NM-063) ano

Notice of Penalty incurred and due (No. DE 94NM-

062) against the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(C0;) for dis posing dangerous waste at the

Richland Landfill, and against DOE for not

providing adequate dangerous waste training to

COE employees,

a nfrn (Nil	 v JTn g	 crEp	 1	 r	 _	 ;;

e;	 _n_ rpli^r^ wish hti 1.3 3.3 33J,

Comments

On April 14. 1994, Ecology sent a letter to

RL and WHC stating that their investigation

of training record accessibility for the
Backlog Waste Program was completed and the

issue has been closer.

Ecolcgy has assessed a penalty of $9.500

against DOE and a $6.000 penalty against COE.

The fines stem from the accidental dumping of

rangerous ;paste at the landfill as part of

the cleanup activity ongoing at the North

Slope. The incident occurred late in 1993.

On April 15, 1994, Ecology sent a letter to

RL and COE stating satisfaction that the

corrective items identified in the order had

been completed, and approved the restart of

dangerous waste management work on the North

Slope. Ecology also requested in the letter

that before the generation or potential

generation of hazardous or mixed waste at

.dent^^ied past-practice wasta sites, tha,

Waste Control Plans be submitted to them for

approval-	 ,aced that the "letter

serves as a notice of completion of Order

requirements." except for the ongoing

requiremen's of the Waste Control Plans, and

stated that the "entire case will be resolved

upon payment" z- _. lie Penalty-

` a- ego lO n , Followed an inspcctior

_snduc ',e6 a- z nn I a^as March 1	 99G. to

t ermin=	 T,,.iance with generatc^

rcqui rements. the ',nsDector stated that

ne t.iioe c t	 nspc.t l cn. a n r,- sample

traioir	 _orbs r,,as	 t°rtes ar,C that

Jnciia i, i, i^c. - Li	 wCru IGund Le U6
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Date

Facility	 Received

-------------	 -------

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary Comments

deficient. The action item in the letter

called for RL and WHO to review the training

of tank farms personnel by July 1. 1994. and

to compete ina documenr, ail rens red

training.

On June 9 9 	 ,94. R	 ­1- .---
	 - ----

(9404279) stating that 95 percent of the tank

farms Personnel hoc completes	 requ,rer.

training, and that all remaining narmnnrl

would be limited to work not directly

affecting dangerous waste management

activities until their training was

completed.

Iianibrd (SRC;	 i/i4,'94
	

hCRA	 lnfo-mal	 JPBn	 Ecology Ecology issued a compliance letter to RL and WHC

r April 14. 1994, which followed an inspection

conducted on February 7-8, 1994, to assess

m,^le^	 cf Mil	 21, 22. „r"„ 26 c` the

_-Pal y greem^n t	T'ne comp iance letter

eyec .,Caen vic at,ons of WAS i73 3G 3 . (1) Ak-

.- 333-30,,. several Jast^_ Analysis. (2; -2K,

Facility Recordkeeping; (3) -310. Security, (4)

-630. use and Managel-ent of Jun ainers, (5) -

	

32C. 3 uelall :nsp	 1 611, (6)	 35G. Cvr,C,ngency

Ilan air, tndrgenc , Procedure, : anJ (7) -640.

Taco, Systems.

Ecology conducted a follow-up inspection on

July 19. 1994, and indicated satisfaction

with this issue and said they consider this

closed.

Ecology's concerns were centered around RCRA

interim status requirements being relaxed on

the facilities that were inspected. which are

schedule o c'csure or are ,:rjegoinj a

mange it m-ssicn. Ecology's conce rns are

that relaxed mangement of hazardous waste

during these periods may cause a threat to

iwman health or the environment. Five

corrective actions wer e included in the

letter. three to be completed wit'nin 30 da

.itsir 69 days, an d sne o-1=th^r 180 days.

Or July 26. 1994. Ecolog y sent a letter to RL

s'tatirg tha'*1 four cf the five items had been

satisfactorily conpleted. 	 :be fi `tii item. to

_^lS Ll aia, a	 d [[ IN nfUdlld iJ" -u Yofles, wdS



ii.	 'Mi l-
	

G-v",	 i—^rs.	 ^^osed	 Gail	 DOh	 ,s L _u c i,ompiiance -. et : -,r .hat `o -owes ar

_ 	 et	 d	 .^. 159d-
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Date

Facility	 Received

	

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency
	

Summary

---- --- — --------	 -------

Comments

discussed at the unit managers' meetings in

July. Ecology stated in the letter

referenced in this paragraph that the barrier

was dependent on the hazard posed by

contamination within tYie active portion of

the facility. This last item is now being

resolved by the ERC Team. If RL/BHI can

demonstrate that contamination would not

occur if the area were disturbed, then the

barrier requirement would be waived. Ecology

states "if data can be collected, analyzed,

and independently validated in a timely

manner." they would consider deferring the

compliance date of October 10. 1994, to

construct the barrier, until the sampling and

analytical results were complete.

On November 4, 1994. Ecology sent a letter to

RL stating that enforcement to construct a

barrier could oe deferred until June 5. 1995,

wnen validat ea rata a :ece:'ee.

,ai.Nng d' - j. pier	 i r , Janjiry 1995 -

validation report and raw data were submitted

in I°lay 1955. and the Data Evaluation Report

was submitted to Ecology by June 5. 1995-

	

E2ology',	 ;sewing t: e data and inol Gated

m an e-ma]l message dated 'October 23. 191.

that they axYr;z(-- ted :" -)sure sccr or. the

Barr'_,

One finding art two ros Prvatlon, Were

	

enri rie^	 n :r tr au:Ji t	 - L had believed

that. only °,nd;ngs required a "orr;al

	

per:--.	 .. ,;:d no	 ,-ma,'y re5pono to the



11/16/95
	

Enforcement Actions	 Page 25

Date

Facility	 Received

---------------	 I -------

Subject	 Category Status Agency	 Summary

--------	 --------	 -------	 ----------	 - — ---------

Hantord (WHC)	 5/18/94
	

RCRA	 Informal Closed	 Ecology Ecology issed a compliance letter to RL and WHC

on May 13. 1994, that followed a dangerous waste

compliance assessment of the PUREX and UO3

facilities. The assessment was conducted to

"determine current compliance with interim

status requirements ... and to review

applicability and appro 'criateness of

requirements for currenf y permitted vessels,

and those vessels that wi	 be added to the

PURER Part A Permit Application." The letter

cenu frea 5 Tindings, 5 observations. and 11

cements.

Comments

observations. An August 1994 audit by DOH

upgraded all former observations to findings

(level IV). which reauirrd RI to nrovide a

response.

On Apr.

"(, `ha'	 a d the	 __

required a respnnse for Lh*s -rem to hp

closed. An irntia'	 h-rir been

prepared but was not submitted. A new

response was prepared by T Plant and

submitted to RL. and RL transmitted this

response to DOH. On July 13, 1995. DOH

transmi tted a letter closing this inspection.

The letter states that "this investigation

was performed under the guise of an

environmental assessment rather than a

compliance inspection. However, failure to

correct the deficiencies may result in a

compliance action pursuant to the authorities

granted to Ecology by RCW-70-105." Because

of this language. RL/WHC decided to handle

this letter like a voluntary compliance

latter

Or. June 27, 1994, RL issued a letter that

responded to the findings. observations, and

requirements- The letter's responses either

disputed the findings. etc-. or agreed with

them and provided	 e actions with

comple'. on cares.

,m Aog ust i. ii ^5, r C ^, evfded a letter `,_

RL to subintt Lo uolcgy stating that all

Tli ' llf "J "	 ell	 unenl;



n-nicrd	 Lli I` rm• I	 ,.lcsec	 .i0kW
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Date

Facility	 Received

---	 ------------ 	 -----
Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

Hanford (PNL)
	

5!05;14
	

RCRA
	

1rIurmal Closed	 Ecology Ecology issued a compliance letter to RL and PNL

on Aagust 5. 1994, that followed a dangerous

waste compliance assessment of the 325 Shielded

Analytical Laboratory (SAL) on Apr:' 12 and 21.

1994.

,;uar' Y r	 a i-- e audit
°cry, iIjgust 	 JJc,Jl.J - 1, wn-c i iv,used on the

r, l	 -gran r- hL_ 'v;Hl	 M , ar2d 3HI

sur fi rings and	 3MFs were G ntified.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

noted during the compliance assessment have

been addressed. WHC an d, RL consider this

closed, though no formal notification of

closu re has been received f rom Ecology.

Four areas of noncompliance with 'AAC 173-303

were ioentified: (1) inadequate closure of

containers in storage: (2) facility

recordkeeping: (3) interim status permit

violations: and (4) the absence of tracking

dangerous waste volumes after small

quantities of liquid wastes were mixed with

large quantities of water in the RMW sewer.

Corrective actions and dates for completion

were provided by Ecology.

The first two items were completed on

schedule. The second two items were put on

hold until a fter the facility was restarted.

wren systems were in place to fully comply

with tre requirements ioentified during the

i nspection- This has occurred and RL

_o s-.ders thi_; closed- No formal not(cc cf

closu re has been receivea from Ecology.

Deli stated in heir letter that a new

category c* 'moings, finding leve l i Vs.

cull be --aged to replace the fo r -ner

category of observations, which in the past

rad not beer responded to, and that as

Formerly identifies observaticris from past

audits :sould bo ::hanged Lc `indin:, level IVs

.•, :•:ell.	 The )-Leer ri i ri not provide a date

` r rempl gr rr -, f [h	 trmer ob ,rvations.

^.^ Cec-saber 1 -64. RL provided a resoonse

Lu DI-In	 , ,  ,,.G li,t	 ^wde



Date

FaciIity
	

Received

-- ----- ----------

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary
	

Comments

Han fo rd CWHC)
	

16/18/94
	

RCRA
	

Informal Closed	 Ecology

pia^fo rc (WHC)
	

11/03/94
	

can
	

informal Closed	 DOH

11/16/95
	

Enforcement Actions Page 27

responses to previous audit findings. A

letter of clarification committing to a

January 31. 1995 response date was nrovided

to RL on December 23, 1994.

6colcgy issued a compliance letter on October

18. 1994, to RL and WHC that followed an

inspection on August 3. 4, 15, and 29. 1994. at

The 264-AR Waste Transfer Facility. This

facility is operating as an interim status

facility under a revised Part A permit.

DOH issued a compliance letter to RL on November

994, that followed an inspection at the 200

,st Te.k Farms on October 1?, 1994. Inc

-r 'entif ec three irdirgs and no

3MP^

unAugusi	 _^.	 _ —.	 _ _ ----

to RL s t a t ing a'1

this sitewide CA audit were closed.

There were three violations noted: (1)

emergency procedures were not in place: (2)

the contingency plan was not adequate: and

(3) transfer operation procedures were

inadequate. Additionally, three concerns

were noted.

RL responded to °,ne violations in a letter

dated November 21, 1994. Ecology notified

WHC by e-mail on October 23, 1995, that they

now consider this issue closed.

During the inspection. stack monitoring

systems for five stacks in the 200 West Tank

Farms were examined. The findings identified

ourrng one inspection are as follows. (l)

gaper tape on the rotometers can lead to

inaccurate flow readings and inaccurate

calculations in determining doses: (2) sample

+.ow rate data for two stacks is low. which

is in violation. o` emission monitoring

procedures and could lead to under repor tiT

emissions: and (3) several instruments were

round to be out of C 1 oration.

Correct',ve acU ons for the findings, and a

recommendation to correct the EMP. were

..r iuco 'n _ne c-ter. and a r'esoonse v,aS
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Date

Facility	 Received

-	 ------	 ------

Subject	 Category Status Agency	 Summary Comments

---------------------------------------------

requested by December 22, 1994. On December

21. 1994. a response was provided to DOH.

DOH has said they will conduct a follow-up

inspection to verify compliance.

On February 14, 1995. DOH transmitted a

letter to RL that stated two fi ndings would

be closed after a follow-up inspection to

verify the corrective actions. The third

finding (item 2 a gave) requires further

action to complete it. This additional

information was provided to DOH in April

1995.

l+anfnrd (CRC) 	 11/15/94
	

RCRA	 infr, rfn	 'is ed	 Lcol oqy F.-,jl rgy -„sued a c3rpliance latter to R^ and

-,,
c
ents! Hanford, inc. (B il l), on November 15.

s94, tnat `ol:owec an -nspe_ t vs m Novemtc”

1994, of dargerous waste cenerator facilities.

On August 25. 1995, NOT issued a letter to RL

stating that the remaining items nad been

completed and that this inspection was

closed -

Three facilities were inspected and

violations mere ieentificd at the 271-b 9O-

cjy acca:n s^ I ^ e"-,,	 n- s -- are as follov.s-
_	 tF2 ^.	 ' 1'. d'.	 a	 ^^_,..	 3'. the

w u "-^ ti rue:ice ( r .o-3u .u): ." .._

waste inventory log sheet aid not correspond

to the labeling on the container (AAC 173-303

-LOO	 ant f_f) ;:he deekiy inspection log fo-

the facility indicated no problems were found

with any safety ano emergency equipment;

'nowever, safety ana emergency equipment was

found to ae ni-air.,;. ;amaged, cr out of

certiI i catiai -

	

rr lrgy s	 i -d coy	 tive actions it the

comp liance letter and asked RL to provide a

,	 .	 i ui _c i q„ianec	 inaiciiiny



Ecology issued a compliance letter on December

u - i994, b RL and ICF KW that followed an

inspection on November 3. 1994, of satellite

accumulation areas in the 200 East and West

Areas. These areas are in support o n ?roject 'W

049H.

h mfi;ro ,"„_,	 _Sl7	 . :vrn	 ^_c,ea	 _vl ^gy Iogy ^ssueo a voluntary compliance letter to

-^	 „- _oruary 1	 955. that "o^lo,,.-d in

-- rs,^cLon on January 23-25. 1595. at t-,e 324

Building's Radiu:hetr:ca; Engin eering Ce is (RL)
I 11 L -Level 9anit (II L o') tanks.	 Tnis

r ract,e,i a, conduct ,-,4 to support re-olutior.

^ _	 s be Cw n the Tr ; ^artiec
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Date

Facility	 Received

- -- -------------- 	 --------

Subject	 Category Status	 Agency	 Summary

--------	 --------	 -------	 ----------	 -------------------------------------------- --

Hanford (ICF KH)	 12/08/44
	

R, C.,
	

nforma, Closed	 Ecelogy

Comments

closure of the findings. RL transmitted a

response to Ecology on January 29, 1995. RL

considers this item closed.

the lette r alleged `nree vio'at _ 

303-2uu(2i(d). Lhe dccumu la L!on Lot L ai 
net 

s

v+ur	 Rol.	 n	 ut,^ ^	 _.

secured, ^%Ar 1 1 ;-3U	 -111-11,

in the buckets at the area were left to air

dry, which -cnstituted nonpermitted treat,-per'

and disposal and WAf, 173-303-145(3 )(a'ri,

it did not appear that spilled materials were

mitigated or prevented. Additionally. five

areas of concern were noted it,. the letter.

The corrective actions were to be completed

within 24 hours of receipt of the letter. and

Ecology requested verification be submitted

to them by December 30. 1994.

On December 23, 1994. RL transmitted a letter

to Ecology to inform them of completion of

the corrective actions. On February 8. 1995.

Ecology transmitted a l etter to RL closing

this item.

Facility transition negotiations 
th

at started

*n July 116,4 -ve i 2lu.e.i discussions on the

various compliance violations at the 324

Building. On February /. 1995, the Dispute

kesumtion	 agreed that ecology

.,For.,d issue the voluntary compliance letter

to documet 'u rg e areas of noncompliance

associated with the 324 REC and HLV tanks.

and to restart negotiations o' *.he Tri-Party

Agreement milestones to resolve them and

r _	 iv i i-res ,no', are noncomolian-.
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1he milestones, if agreed to by the three
parties (M-89 milestones). will satisfy the

regulatory enforcement options for the areas

cf noncompliance in the 324 Building

The five violations are as follows: 	 (i)

failure to ship waste offsite within 90 days

of accumulating 55 gallons or more: (2)

failure to store radioactive mixed waste in

containers or tanks in accordance with WAC

173-303-200(1)(b): (3) failure to meet tank

requirements in accordance with WAC 173-303-

640(2) & (6): (4) failure to apply far

interim status and failure to meet interim

status facility standards in accordance with

WAC 173-303-400: and (5) failure to prepare

land disposal restriction notifications for

shipments of radioactive mixed waste offsite

in accordance with WAC 173-303-140(2)(a) and

40 CFR 26e-7(a)(i)

Or. iinarch 8	 5- RL transmitted a response

to Lcology	 Iir:g the measures RL are FNL

Cnll take to resclvc the compliance issues

associated kith tre 32: Building -

On October 23. i955, Ecology sent AHC an e-

mai i message stating this issue was closed

,r l'ct	 rss a nU resolv ed via TFA.'^
tints-] (NRiw	 X3;95	 W( Ai,	 :nfonna	 BCCAA	 "he oen`nn County Clean Air Autho r ity Issued a	 In,,. NOV SLdLed kHC )as n v iolat i on o' 41AC

^u'atid	 „ „ i. rch 28. 1995	 hich allows local air

authorities t2 restrict conditions for

ha-	 "-ut:	 2a. I'M i	 :irr,;dt

the 1250 Building (as a training exercise

d .yet L,	 11 1 F l dn ! ^) iJ	 ire U Pdrtment



Hanford ( RL)
	

d/25/'JS
	

CAA
	

informal Open	 DOH

'Imferd (^fdL)	 c/^°^	 P,CRA
	

:nfornul	 ;,losed	 ^,,wogy
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ltinfard (WHC)
	

,/70/95
	

CAA
	

Informal Ciosed	 DOH On April 20, 1995. RL received a compliance

letter from DOH that followed an inspection at

the Waste Sampling Characterization Facility

(WSCF) on April 3, 1995. The letter identified

two findings.

DOH issued a compliance letter to RL on April

25. 1995. tFat "allowed a visit with the

engineering staff at ICF KIi and WHS nn Marco 15.

One finding was identified.

E_,u ugj ,sued a carpi idllee 1atter , .'iL on Mdy

1995. that fot,owed an inspection c, .he 331

r^l ling in danua y ,ra February 1956.	 lee

rnspet nr `oii owed the issuance of as Unusual

corru	 Rcport riled cy PUL 	 'hc- ett,

Gentrfied five viola ti ons.

Comments

---------------------------------------------

continued past the time authorized by the

Special Burning Permit. The NOV requires a

response in 30 days.

On April 24. 1995. Lne KC;Vr, i.ionami L Leu a

letter tc WI!, ,  	in"':

stated furihar vnfnr amen( aei.	 .....

be required. This item is now closed.

The first finding was a violancn of '.JA., L46

247-075, Quality Assurance. Two compliance

air samples from an unplanned release did not

contain chain of custody requirements. and

correct procedures were not followed for the

two samples. The second finding also was a

violation of WAC 246-247-075. There was no

air sample procedure for unplanned releases.

DOH transmitted a letter to RL on August 25.

1995, that stated this item was closed.

DOH inspectors reviewed a design project.

The finding is a result of DOR's belief that

RL does not provide adequate oversight and

control of the project. DOH said in the

finding that RL needed to resolve contractor

differences in calculations of potential to

emit for the project.

RL is preparing a response to this finding.

PNz filed the dnusua, Occurrence report after

a C°ur repackaging event occurred in which a

pressurized drum was improperly opened,

resulting it ^anage to the facility, worker

crint,imina',ian and ,, ]ease of radioact',ve

materials. The 51sc violations are as

.,,..--	 ,,,-,	 - props i^ aestgua^e



i/95	 RCW.	 ir`orrr	 ^.ts^c	 _^.,logJ
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waste: (3 failure to overpack containers:

(3) accumulating waste onsite for greater

than 90 days without proper hazardous waste

labeling: (4) failure to inspect the

dangerous waste storage area: and (5) failure

to properly train personnel working with

dangerous waste.

Ecology has required a response to the first

four violations within 30 days, and an

immediate response to the fifth violation.

On May 30. 1995. Ecology issued a formal

Notice of Penalty Incurred and Due (No. DE

9SNW-127) to RL and PNL. and assessed a

$ 7.000 fine ;see entry below).

iiar f"rd (MIC) ;L _..7 w4C Ir c_iv d a 3olanta ; cvin-,fi ance

_tcr from cclogy cr. May 15. 1995. that

^.d_d Eco'.iyy's Iris,-iga on into the

acceptance or Sabpdck w3tes into Lhe Central

'Haste Complex (IM),

RL/PNL provided a response to Ecology on Dare

2. :995. Ecology askew for additional

information, which was provided. On August

395, Ecolcgy Lrdncmitteo a letter to RL

c=on ng this action.

as a result of the investigation. lhey are

iisted below.

(1) Failure to confirm knowledge about a

udngerous waste hefvre LredLiog, ntOrinQ, or

cisp3ing of 1L (wAC 173 303-300)-

(3 Fdilure L, ;invade a training program

nt to ensure facility personnel can

°.vc , ^spond r -rrergenc = es or to

r nrooraic	 1 d	 r,,cs waste n ragement
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173 - 303 - 330).

(3) Failure to incorporate in the continaencv

plan actions tc be taken it tr= eve- _

dangeruW ivdSL 3; 11 pi ntut d I r IVub	 a nui.

dc(Pptaulr	 ,,	 'i' 

173-303-350).

(4) Fai l ure t., submi t a written ,,ead rt t,

Ecology within 15 days that

was taken (WAC 173-303-360).

(5) Failure to note significant discrepancies

in the manifest. failure to submit a letter

to Ecology within 15 days describing the

discrepancies, and failure to take continency

plan actions (WAC 173-303-370).

(6) Failure to locate dangerous waste within

the facility or to cross- reference wastes by

^peciti- manif" rraribers.

Sign,, cor,l ecL,ve medsur^s and the dates to

cn ,=te r Y^ese neasu _ .sere „rov-ded -n the

ette-.

un June i, :555. RL provided a response to

Ecology that described the corrective actions

completed to odte and the remaining action

that will occur to close this item.

On June 15, 1995. RL transmitted another

letter Lo Ecology with snore information - On

July 1 2 . :L9S, ADC provided RL a letter t^

Adlbnii_ w Ceoiogy tIIAL Stdten -- ana WHI,



';ral	 ,c:ogg^rfcr:J :PF:L
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Comments

---------------------------------------------

considered all corrective actions required by

Ecology have been completed.

i, nfo rd (k'ef)	 ;^,` °`	 -'C

	

.	 'u-oa. Cpen	 DGH

^n f-ay ou 1055, Ecology issued a Notice or

LraN:y incurred and Die :NO. DE 95Nu-127;

against RL and Ps after a pressurized drum was

;roperly opened and damaged the facility,

uc^^	 n-r coat ani^^Cion. i d ceased

radioactive material.

issed a compliance letter or .;une 5, :995,

U:uJ, foiluv ed are ;n,pectioo al. the Central Waste

ex

On September 14, 1995, Ecology issued another

compliance letter to RL and WK, which stated

that two corrective measures were not

satisfactorily completed. The letter

summarized the deficiencies with the

corrective actions, and provided additional

corrective actions that needed to be

completed for the state to be satisfied with

the closure of this item. Ecology said in

its letter that RL and WHC had 15 days to

complete the requirements in the letter. and

that a response was required within 30 days.

On September 20, '1 995. Ecology issued a

letter to RL and WHO that extended the above

15-ddy response requirement to 30 days. On

October 26. 1995. Ecology transmitted a

iette r to RL and WHC stat'.ng they were

.a tisfi ec; u[.	 RL's -espcnse to trip

.c:rrective monies. and sated this

inspection was now closed.

Ihi,, i ncident is sescrlbed above under the

ctrl dated May 3. 1995,

On August 7, l995. Ecology transmitted a

r L tcr Lo ,r	 this aCtio r.

One finding was identified. DOH said in

tneir complidnce ietter that some drums

stored at .i_ C rtrai baste Complex used Crum

l ids eonta.ring or acLivated charcoal filter.

i ii .. i i 1.	 ,,11 cx'1 ,Jf,i	 e t. JrUIW ark•
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RCRAHanford (WHC) 7/13/95 EcologyInformal Open

95anTerr0 (PNLi Cr^l DOH1nforma	 open

^,rfc^d ,;H r `	 31/95
	

ii ^cn,.	 ,rae 
	

DO[
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not considered sealed sources. The facility

needed to obtain a Notice of Construction -

(NOC) permit hefore rnnstrurtinn in nrd,, r t,
store drums ',Ni' are eot.

letter requiresrequired a responsn in hu rays

Ecology issued a letter to DOE stating that DOE

is in violation of the TPA and ROW 70.105.

DOH issued a Notice of Correction to RL that

stated RL was not in compliance with WAC 246-

247. Xii stated that RL was required tc obtain

a Notice of Construction (NO") permit and

aeparament approval for emission unit

wh i c h . was rot done reforri c torts

to decontaminate the B Cell at the 324 Building

began-

  jec a carp nand letter "u :owing an

ir, pect cn on Xay 31. 1995, .ho,, was i t o cued tc

_'p ose ir,i, p revious aucit `i rdi ngs. and another

r r n spectirr .n Cul y 1 3 L35, wen Lne in pectars

eturn J -rid the p rob l ems -,ii	 had not been

o--cted .

On July 12.

DOH that stated I:r, , NO - v;n,rld ha nrPnarP1 .inri

provided it Dn'-:I by C r3ust 31.

approved the NOC on October e zl ije5 mn

formal notice of closure has been received

from DOH to close this inspection.

The lette r stated that Ecology was

considering formal enforcement action.

On July 20, 1955. RL responded to Ecology in

a letter that stated "there are several

problems and inaccuracies in these

allegations,' and explained where RL believed

Ecology was inaccurate.

The Iette. requires RL to submit to DOH an

Assurance of Discontinuance of all work at

the 324 Building. DOII said in the letter

they will hake enforcement action, if the

terms of the letter are net met.

Ire inspectors identified monitoring

i .,trumen a^.cn tna	 ,	 not ca T'brated had

cut-of-date ^a	 a un sr,IC:ers. or had

incorrect o r1s i - -aiibratlon stickers.

T he l etter	 cafes	 in 1s has beer. a recurring

problem since the inception of our regulatory

Deco., ,	d.;	 v
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Ilanford (ERC)
	

9/21/95
	

CAA
	

informal Open	 DOH

Ildnforo (tki)
	

i0/0<1/95
	

RCRA
	

Irformal Open	 Fro I —,y

rr , r rd :LRC :.rru	 :;011

Comments

calibration of equipment calls into question

the accuracy of data used in offsite dose

calculations."

The letter stated that RL needs to develop a

corrective action plan by October 2, 1995, to

correct the problems with calibration. After

that date. DOH inspectors will randomly

verify that air monitoring and indicaticr,

equipment is in calibration and marked

accordingly.

DOH transmitted a compliance letter to RL on

September 21. 1995, that followed an inspection

at 100 N Basin and 1303 N silos. The letter

identified one finding and two BMPs.

Ecology issued a voluntary compliance letter to

B';	 ^„cr ^. 956. 5or seumclating

1jr ,	 .han t he allowed 90-day
,!,,r„gc	 lot ac i e i5d-:: sular evaperation

Tn_ D-H	 u',ca tmu'	 drink'	 vw tLr ,.,rea
^^ticaulati,r, to RL lor orerut ng the 100

The finding stated that the current

laboratory inventory control program was

inadequate to correlate the air monitoring

values with the quantitiy of activity

processed in the hoods during the sampling

period. DOH is requesting a response by

December — 1995.

1'nis voluntary compliance letter followed an

= ch or,: sf the 6 T3 containing

183- 11 1 -as s n waste bi, its lid off wnile the

u:n was e n 4 cpened at T Plant `or

verification prior to entering storage. As a

result. u ! the drums of waste that had been

-ollected fra.n the basins were returned back

one c a	 vh,cr- tnen caus ed the waste ^cc
be accumulated greater than the 90 nays

allowed by the regulations.

R - e,	 -quires	 rtlfie6 watu corks

operctcrs responsible fu- the a t.ve daily

u.^o -.	 „^PO^I„i ^	 ^ ^ wct^	 ,y SLeai.	 ^Iw
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letter required a response mNithin 30 days of

the letter.
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